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Tt*in report reviews zorvmla bu-dgering procedures used in |i#*veral stst^iJ 
for allocating resources to public inst i t^t cf higher educatic aad recosaoend* 
criteria to he considered in developing a fomi*jld b'idget for j.ubl ic io«tr<utions 
i'\ the Co^aonwealth of Pennsylvania, 

S€ct\?n i aimaarixc? the history of formil^ budgeting in the Comsaoaweal th. 
Section 2 reviews the use of fonnula t?udgeting procedures naclonailv 9Xkd di«-- 
cu5sec: the advantages and disadvantages of these procedures. Further it re^^iew* 
the philosophy, rationale and c^^ponents that are coQsidered io different 
types o£ formulas. Tne pxirpo^p of th' s section is to establish a conceptual 
fza:z^^otk that will iacilitate the analysis of individual atate fonsulaa that 
are presented in S^ctic^n 1 Section 3 provides a deacriptlen of tWe various 
typ«!s of fonniilip^ that have b^-^n, currently exist, or are proposed by 10 
different stares. S^cf ion reviews the process employed by three states 
in the d^velo|.^>^ Hfxd nyiincenaace of fonmila budgeting and probletBS asst^iated 
V5 th this procea^ Finally, Section 5 presents a set of recoaeendations con^ 
cerning the li-^ajor ci^^poneats that nhould be considered in the developtaent 
of fonmila bu4g-?t§ fur state-oi-m^d , statt-rf lattd and cocswrnity college sectors 
of rhe Coraonwv^^ith Syst^ of Higher Education, The apptindix of this report 
pt:?vide$ th'- t*'ader wic^ a .^utrssary cf e^ch forwnla utiHz^d and provides a 
t^^chnic^I desrripMon of the fcnsula hjdget of eac ^ state, 

Th^- major iot-is t?-i5 r»^pori if. that of a technic^al review of formila 
b^jdgf?t*i and se«*Qnd^^r I ly th** proce*»3»^_$ that are a^^ociated with th#- develcrp- 
Ct5<;t , inpl ^'^:t^atAt inn , «nd r^intpna^ r ^^f fonrjla budgetJi, The selection of 
the ID states -^/fs^^-'^ up-^r th*- criter • f^f diversity of the philosopMcs ^ 

and r :jmponf*n t * m 1 1 .j d i n r :\ i i r f* - wt- 1 : ^ ^ t a i b i 1 1 1 y of in f o m;i t i on . 
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1.0 INTRODUCTrcM 

1.1 Dfffinitioo of Budget Fonauiat 

'A ^udftt forwla is mn objective procccure vhereby future budgetery re* 
qnircMUte ere deternnrd through Moipuletioa 6f quentitetive dete vhicli 
reflect relationehipe betveeo progreae and costs (Miller» 1^64 » p, 6). Cross 
(1973) also points out that a foneula aiay c(»^sist of several coaponeots reflecting 
distinct foActioaal budget areas, vhich mmj ht represented ■atheaatlce*ly. ' 

1*2 Purpose of Xbe Study 

The purpose of this paper is: 

i) to present a background in, the concepts, approaches^ and aethodoioflee 

of state budget foroulas; 

t • * 

2} to review the budget foraulas- of selected states; 

3) to discuss the evolution of budget forwla^ froB introduction to 
dissolution; and 



4) to rec<»BSnd guidelines for the development and iapleisentation of 
a budget foroula for the state**;^ed, state^elated^ and co-unity 
college sectors of the Cossaonweatth System of Si^er Education. 

^ In 1973^ Gross contacted an extensive survey and anslysis of tiie ejusting _ 
state budget forwlas. A ntmber Of changes have oc<;urred since that study * 
vas conducted. Certain states have adopted budget formulas; 'others have 
snspended their use* In addition, formula f^ctprs and the meth^»dologies used 
hsve in many instances changed since the eat^y 1970s* For these reasons, 
Ulis study has been undertaken to update the earlier Gross study by examining 
the budget formulas of ten states: 

Alabama Oklahoma 

Louisiana ^ Tennessee ^ 

Michigan Texas 
Nev Mexico Virginia 
O^io Washington 

-llieseu states refl^^ considerable diversity in the approaches taken to formula 
budgeting. This analysis provides, therefore, a broad framevork for assessii^ 



mqt%timncm nmtioiially in the design and structure oF budget forwilas^ «nd 
• eonnd baeie for recoaneiuUtions cooc^mlng the developaent of « l.^get 
forwila for pablic colleges and universities in Pennsylvania* 

1.3 Forvula todgeiing in the Cmaon^ealth o£ Pennsylvania 

In 1966 the State Board of ^duration adopted the Master Plan for Hi^er 
Education in Pennsylvania iHiich p ::ed into perspective th# desired role of 
fonnla budgeting in the Coanom^ealth systes of higher education* ^ 

^ £ven hsre, however^ sound public policy dictates that appro- 

priations should be bai|^d»^not upon the pojvularity of particular 
ca*iaas or upon^institutional influei^e^ but rath«r upon 
an equitable distribution vhich acccMiplishes fhe f^pMonmalth's 
•ajor objective of providing varied educational opportenity 
at lov cost (p* 37). ^ 

' Suggestions vere that a f insula approach vould: 

. ^> ^ ^ • ' 

1. provide state ol'ficials vith guidelines £or the equitable allocati<m 
of funds' to the Cncasionvealth institutions; 

2. represeat a reasonably truatwrthy sethod for tfetersining total 
state support for higher education which should be j^propriatad| 
and 

3* serve as a aediue for both fiscal and policy^ rr**^ev and planning 
for an extended period of tine. i 

To address these purposes, the Master Plan recoMiended the devali^aent of I 
a forsula fbr determining the operating resource requirm^nts of each inal^- 
tution. Factors to be included in the forenila vera: anrollvent, per^atud]|rnt 
cost» faculty salary increases, faculty augasntation^ supporting services* 
library support, departnental research, physical plant maintenance^ continuing 
education, and coomnity .service. Separate formulas vere to be developed 
for the state-ovned sector and state*related aector^ and the '^osts of 
instruction vas to be differentiated by levels of insttuctlon (e^g. under- 
} graduate* graduate* and professional). 

In f967* the President's Council of the State-Oimed CoIIegea established 
the State College and University Pormila Coosaittee to develop a budget formula 
for the stste-oMied institutions (Schirato* 1974). This CoHitte€ vaa disbaiMl 
shortly thereiifter, however, vhen funds vere appropriated by the legislature 
to develop a statewide planning, programing, ,and budgeting systep. Since 
PPBS v<Hild have established the institutional budgetary needs and costs^ the 
ifork of this Committee was considered duplicative. These efforts slso flounder4>d 
hcrvever. 



to M«itt in the developwat of a fomla for the etate-related univer- 
eitUe follctfing the recaaaen<Ution4 of the 1966 Master Plaiii the Peimaylveoie 
Bo^rfaWkt of Fublic tnstnictioo in 1968 contracted %rith the fin of Heald, 
WA^o^ and Aac«>eiatea« Thrir report autmilcted in Septed^r, 1968 outlined 
a It^Btm^ proceaa for detemining u.atructional coats vbich took into account 
a€veral factora: credit hours, nuja^r and average satariea of teaching facultj; 
airerage aalariea of graduate assistants and other pro^ssion^ls; fringe benefit^ 

mad other departmental operating expenses. Specific rate* f^r each instffai-' 

• * 

tion liera also developed for the indirect costs of aduinistration and - ..c^at 
eKpeiiaea» library costs, ^lant operation and aaintenance, ^nd atndent aid* 
Reitftier the Pettnsjlvania Department of Public Instruction nor the state-^eUted 
o^iversitiea accepted the Beald» Hobson recooMsendationSy and the rec o s w s ndsd 
f^raala «as netrer ispleoiented. . * ^ ^/ ^ ^ 

In 1971, the State Board of Education approved a new Master Plan for 
Hi^r Education in Pennsylvania* l^like the 1966 Mdster Plan, the nm plan 
did not take a position with regard to-forattl-a- budgeting « Such an approadi 
tras sientioned only in passing with regard to graduate instruction in state- 
. <Hmed and atate-related institutions* Specifically » "aupport. ».ahould contiaoe 
at the exist leg rate based upon the present or aodified subsidy formula unifonily 
'subait^ed by inafitutions within a*given aegment^ aubject to review (p. 30)**^ 
In 197^, hoiiever, the idei of develbping and i^leaenting a formula for tiie 
state appropriation W4 again profferred by the Pennaylvaoia Aasoclatioii of^ 
Colleges and Universities in A Coa^rehenaive Proposal for Financing Hitfier 
Education in Perosylvaidla * That proposal explicitly atated that: 

Xmmediafe efiorta should be directed to the development and perfec- 
tion of dift^rentiated fdifmulae U primary guides for arriving 
at appropri^.-ons for the State^owMd and S^ate-feHl^d collegea 
and universl.iea in the Coomomreaith. Different formulae are re- 
quired for each of the tvo major segments in or^^i^r to inmire that 
purposeful differences in fonctiona oong publ.. institutions are 
reflected* The funds allocated to each institution must be appro-* 
priate to £he particular functions of that institution. <p. 19) 

Recommsndationa concerning the components to be included were not made, and 

no further progreso on the design and development of a i^udget formula for 

Pennaylvania institatione has been made. 

Of the public ^^tsecondary education sectors in the Commomrealth, only 
' the comnunity colleges are currently allocated funds for current operating 

O 3 
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m^n»^M Md for capital expenses on « foraula basis. The Cooaunic^ College 

Act of 1963» Act 484^ at asruded (Ac^ 322^ » d^Uneac^s the fiscal reapoeiaibilitiaa 

of die-loccl sponsot; and Che Coaaonvealth (Fraficis. 1977, 222}. 

• 

(fc^) th€ CoMQfwealth shall pay to a cofieaLAity collega, on 
be^lf of thl B^tmn^ oo account of its operating coat^ ^^ii^ 
an acadoic yaar ^fro« fundi appropriated for that p^pota an Mount 
aqoal to one-*third of su^ collegers, approved operating coata not 
to axeefd one thousmd doDsra ($1,000) per student -wtltiplicd 

the nwiber of equivalent full-^tl^ atudents deteradnad hj ab 
aMdit to be Mde in a a«nner prescribed ^ the State Board of Echtea** 
tioH* lis addition^ the (knom^lth shall pa^. t-^ a co—unlty coll^^ 

account of ita, operating irosta doring a Mflsar ter^ firom funds 
apptopri^ted for tbat'purt^se an aao^it equal to ooa-*third of sock 
collegc'a approved grating costs not to awsi^ five Imdred ($500) 

s talent aultiptled by the ramis^T of ^uivalent^fttlt^tiaa atudtata.^* 
* . The CoHBOmfeal til shall pay to a coaaBO^ty oolle^ on btfialf o^^ 
thte ajmaor on account of its eay^ital ai^enaes an aaount ^ual 
to me^iialf of such collie *s andu^l capital aJipnaaa twtm funds 
appr<^riated for that purpose .to the axtent that anid coital ax^nsea 
have been approved as herein provided, (Hisc 323 « 14) ^ 
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2.0 THE r^jtlOn A8D STRUCTUHZ OF STATE »UDCET POSHULAS 



2.1^ Fimcticmi, Adv«Qtagea, and D;jfadvan».ige» of State Budget ?orwl« 

I© 1973 Gross surveyed the state budgeting practices for sppri^riatiiiS; 4fi 
hmiB to public institutions. At that tiM, as shoim in T^la I, 25 states 
in sow way utilised s focmls as psrt of the budget process Xn som i^aaas» 
the forvuU was the ¥asis for aadget recocaaendaticms by the coordinatt*; aj^^y 
or idstittttion to the legislature; in ethers, tb« legislature used the forMla 
In aaklog approfriatioo decisivms. ...^ce that tiK, howerer, pat\cnu haw 
changed. For eitaapte* Wisconsii.*s legislature juspended use of the totmulm 
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'4Nri^ i^,)s«t lmds«t cycle; Mew Mexico h«» Implemented & netf foraula ApproMlh; 
Ad'Micftljllw liM^d^tlof^d^butjriot 'iispleiBeaUd^ « fonouU bud^tiog |^roee«i, 
1km of ttatt tudgat: foroaUs r^aains wide$pread| 'iOvever» mnd eidhibite 
^ndiimt9^1% divett£ty« Accoi^ing co Mosa'and Gaither (1976), budget fomilM. 
tyi^ieally adopted to; 

^ jt) ^ rtibice p6lltic«l uncertaintias relating to state ftoaficiiil mtpport; 

' 2} iiipro^ equity in the ellocetioo of fuods eaong inetitatioiui 
•eetore; 

3) iamre adequacy in levels of iupport; and 

4) provide a basis for greater accountability in the use of pi^lic 
• fttfide • » , ' ^ 

Because of the ^jectivity iifiierent in a budget fcr||ila» it v»eo 2^ 
seen as a aechanim to reduce the politi<al uncertainties associated » 
the itate budgeting process. These uncertainties are lApres^ted ^ ui« cole 
confKct rsMilting from differing levels of ein>«^ctatiims a»H% the tegielatiii^eft , 
the e^ecutiire office » the state 'education board» and the mstitutMmc. In 
tiie ab«mice of an objective basis for detemining financ&l needp iostiai-* 
ti<ma eodsibit uncertainty with respect to the a»oimt of funA to requeatt end 
state agencies and legislative bodies face uncertainty as to hov Mch to apiKro--* 
priate. Budget fonsulas can reduce the cooiplesi^ of these declaioni by providi^ 
«n agreed fraasvotk for discussion of financial needs*. Thr^lMmts oj^ 
bu4get d^te are cleerly defined; the necessary inforvai^ion and in^I^aie 
requiressnts of each agency are detailed priot |o the start d)e process;* 
and institutional needs can be coo^sred on the Scsis of understandable budgetary 
standards* By providing an agreed basis ^r discussion^ the formta can reduce 
conflicts and uncertainties whicli ^typically characteriee the state budge tin|f 
process, Ihe extenf to %^icb this occurs, of cbarse» is contingent' on the 
pferrceived legit ioacy of the forsula ;;ni eyes of the various agencies involiRHi«^ 
this suggests involvewot of all, principal nartief^: institutions^ coordinating 
boards^ executive agenciee» and legits lativs oodieSi in the deeig^ and develop- 
ttent of the ^^naula. 

' A second c^>>jective of s budget fonsula is often to in^^rease equity in 
the allocation of state governsent appropriations to institutions ^'to each 
according to itf ne^d*^ Equity, ndveVer,. dees not seen equality* Jhat is^ 
the deciaion is rot^ to/ allocate '^the ssae asmunt of i^nds to all institutionn^ 
but rather to distribute sioniea on the basis of reasonable **fair ahare**" of 
the resources,^ recognising differences in eission^ progress, levels of instruct 
tion^ and coqls. Budget formlas, to the 'extent that they are cooiprehensive 
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ill ttoir^MV^rage of the functions of post&«coa^^iirir i^tituti^Qa, provide 
t mchulf for 4«teraliiitig th€' equitable shlure t/tal #^ta support to 
hQ tivm to each inatitutioQ. isportant to this o^^iatloiviI^leiiQitioo <f{ 
aquity n^a a^u^ta provii^ooa itt<tne. fcnsula for /d^tenpiniog progrfpi coats, 
M^auriiig «0rtcload]| and defining coismon .cooponents . ^ t ^ 

^Tba achiavaiMint of aqoiry ia the atlocatioa^ of atf^te funde to higliar^ 
adttcation mat be accoipaoied by .aasurahca of adequate lavelr of f ioaiicia4^e \ ^ 

auptpOCtJ^Jb^ ay t!#qL,Qj^ htghgy ^dncmtiGtl aod 'it l8titutioaa> Iltatittt- 

tiona wiat receive aufficient fuods to deveT^pTand fsaintain educa^loaal ^r<r* 

grasa eMeotial to their public sisaion. Fcr|Balaa caa aaalat both inatitit^i^a 

public afgeociea in detenrining on an objective baaia realiatic lavela 

of aupport neceaaary to auataia inatitutiona and pr<^aM at ace eotaSble leyela 

of ^ality * Here, the foraula'^ can help focua-<m iaauer of .progras objectivea, 

■* ^ 
aisa» technology, and aupport, Pox^laa uhich ad<ireaa theae baaic cooceraa. ' 

\ ! * ^ / • 

can provide a uaefult fraaei#ork for juatil^ing budget reqoaata and for eoaurijKg 

that levela of public aupport are fully adequate, but not ^eaaive. to aeat 

rejiliatically**defioed coats. * * ^ ^ ^ 

V^in^tyi atate budget forsiulaa can assist in feting the increaaing dMluida 
lor accountability^ The use of a £onauil)l atandardiaea Bomt dSnenai^a of 
pQr«^on^^nce apd budgetary data and facilitatea cosq>ari^tiva analyala of the 
var^uua inatructional, research, and public service prograaa irithin and aaong 
inati^tiona. Tbia factor is closely related to the function of reducing . 
political uncertainty. By providing an agreed upon fraaietpock for ftudg^et 
lapalyaia and discuaaion, t budget forsmla also clarifies' thoae factor a for 
which the inatitufion *rill be Jheld accountable. * 

Groaa (1973, 197) has suomari-sed the najor adv*>iic*£es of is^lesMnting 
state budget fonmil as* ^ • 

(a) Budget foraulas can b^ developer* vhicii estiimtb the funding require- 
aanta for aoat of the functional budget areaa of college and (Aiiveraity 
operation based on objective (quantitat data/ 

(b) Ikidget fonsulas have the potentill for reducing the bickering and 
open iiDs^tition Mong inatitutiona for state funda vhlch My occur 
in' the absence of any other rational, objective Mana for allocating 
funda* 

(c) Budget .formUjs'a have the potential for aasuring each inatitntibn « 

of an annua) operarltxg base appropriation^-asa^ing that the legtala^ 
Cure accepts the fonsula and that the base factora (e^*g^, FIB en* 
rollnants) do not decrease. 




(4)' lydf f ooMilM profvide state ofUciils vith a reaaooably aia^Xa 

med undara^udable basis for deciditig uppn aod preae&ting tha finfocial 
raqoirMani^a of higher educatidac ^ ' ^ 

Bbdgat forwilaa reprasecit a coaprpeiise bvistiweea state cootrol^ovar « 
lio^l^aa bungetiog and xtiscitytional fiscal autonoisy« * ^ 




lllthon^ a Q^niribar of adv>atagas are irharaat in the i^plesahtatioii of* 
atata budgat fonsala^^Mch a fliachacii«a is not vitiiout cartaia diaadvaatagaa^ 
flhiiiT^tiia-^initioa ijaplias obje.ctivity as a eharaeteriatic of thm bt^at 
fenula/ th^ ape^ilication. of the conponants and tha Jtala^lofuhipa awmg tba * 
prof^aas and coats reflci^tf^subjadtiva deqisions regardiag tha £ttiieti<ma^^o)S 
inatittttied'St tha value aikl prit>rities of thatr progr ama^ and the aoita m-- ^ 
^t rad to •ttppo^ iL^hese.jijctivlties; addition^ staodar^ for iaatitotiooal 
c^ration My be set as a result of quantification iihich bear little ralatioo 
txt the centra] purposes of the institutiehT the Jifficulty here» as pointed 
out -by Moss and Gaither (1976); is the attempt to substitute Hie proceaa^of 
iiei^reBant for that of .evaluation.^ The ia^rtant otitj^ta of posOa^ondary . 
inatitut^ons^ such as nev knovlediTe^ deyelopMht of critical intellectual _ 
skills,' and increased isagia^ion^ cannot be effectively aaasured or evaluated 
on th^ basis of indices « typically used in budget forsulaat credit hours \airf. 
atudent-facikity ratios « Finally, the structure of the forpilst i^c^ IncyLudes 
certain coqponentd vith tfic relative^ yeight^^ and e iccludes others » ^tmr . 
fleets state policy priorities for progrm developoMnt* Any budget i^oraul'a 
a^at be recognised as a sis^lif ied Mchanisa i^or deriving general estisuttes 
of Sutinre resource requiceaeats» tinted both in purpose and in content, 

^ Gross (1973» pp« 197-98} has SiBaaariaed soBie^'4f the specific limitations 
advantages rather succinctly. - ^ 

(a) Budget forvKu las do not recognise quality* This limitation vUl 
eaiat until the teeans for quantifying and sieasnring quality of 
instruction, research, mad public service is developed; 

(b) k budget formula is limited in its ability tp estisMte adequately 
the funding requirements for a given budget area by hov nail the - 
formula (fixed) factors represent reality and the extent to ahich^.. 
the oase (variable) factors have a positive correlation to hiatorical* 
eitpenditurea. 

(c) Budget formulas, if used on an equalisation baais, have a great ^ 
potential for a "leveling** effect upon the quality of education* 
Uhlreaa the educational programs in loir^quality inatitutions may 
be improved through the increased funding realised ahen aimilar 
prc^rams (e.g., the aame instructional levels within the stt^ acsdemir 
areas) are funded at rates based on statewide average historical 
coats, Ht msy be at the expense of the high-quality programa mp 

the leading college^ and univeraities. 
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>^ • . > ^ 

W Budget fonulM ^«vt ch^ potential for restricting the operating 

' hli4|^ta of inatitutiona by requiring the dedttc*;ion of all unreatrieted 
revenue in arriving at tKe state appropriation* by precluding^ the 
iliatt^buti^ of lurplc^a state reirenue to Aigher education, and by 
IT ing'a narrov b^se ^Ich does not adequately predict i;4tso«M^ccL / 
reqirremnts* , ' ^ 

.ta) ^Budget forsailas aay perpetuate inadequate ope^ ting fppropriationa^ 
y if die baae or fonnila factors are"^ selected on th^ iU»iB^ot tb»ijf 



ejdstMc!^ at a point in tii 

Bui^get fotml^s* throu^ ^heir reliance' upon baie and fomala fae tore, 
^ historical cost^« and arbitrary assufl^pTtioqa^ are a^/antleen^t jlor 

instittttiooi to incri^se ensollMnts ipacific citegoriea o&kw^ , 
\fiise ttSnipulate dsL^ in order icv ..^uciaiae their i^cm^'t* /, — 

Another difficulty pointed out by Ral^teed (1974, p. 66S) ia ti^e insW^itJvity 



of forwlas to the particular needs of *n€^ program initiati'rjBia*^ Often ne# 
prograM, sJace thiq^are not iiell established vith j;roidflig 0|r 9ven^'a(s3»l0 
exirollamitshj^ave difficulty c<»q»e^ing fcr support. Budgeting procednraa 
muat addreas 'the particular needa of these prograais and be flexible eiuM^ 
to provide the required support.' The^c disadvantages becoaMS .^rticularly 
apiiarent when the fomulas becooM^ perceived as illagitisMite hj dioae cMcemed 
vith their function. The caveat >y Cle«koy (1SS9> p. 144) ia |»«f tinent hare* 

Unless adequate research has preceded tiie eatabliirinBent of the ^ ^ 
fonaila and unless review and necessary raadjuaosanta occur froai 
time to time» fomlas are certain to sake a aoeltery of objectivity ' 
and experienced judgment. \^ 

2,2 )lpproache8^f State Budget For«^las 

^e major purpoae of a state, budget fbrmula is the estimation of the 
future financial requirements of an institution in support of its actiVitiea* 
Such activitiea iiiclude instruct ion» resea^cht and public aervice itmong otlu^rs, 
and a state budget formula is usually designed to addreaa one activiQr at 
a time. For each activity, the budget formula may take mie of two approachea: 
a total entitletaent approach or a line item approach. Finally, given' t^e ' 
approach selected for a apecific activity, one of threr methods can be uaed 
aa the basis for the formula: staffing standard, workload^ or percentage 
base* The* following t«ro sections' present discissions relative to theae baaic 
cmsponenta of a' budget formula. > 

The institutional activities addressed in state budget formulas can be 
conveniently classified into categories, following the guidelines recently 



iirtiMi hf Che Hatiooal Asl^ci^eion of Collega and OoiversiCy Bu^ineas 
fiemrt (1974): ' 

I) it^istpictioii and departoM^ntal research; 

i% oi^tanlaed reaearch; 

3) poblte aervica; 

4) acada«ic aapport; 

5) atodMit: aetvicaa; \ ^ 

6) Ibiatittttio&al aupport; 

7} Ofparatioat aod Mintanaiice of physical plant; aod 

8) a<^l«r^ipa md fellovahipa 

Thaaa catat^riaa corraapond Co the aicpcuditora catagoriaa aaaociatad irith 
adttcatittial and^gaoeral ^xpendlturea fto^ eurraot fooda. In tha aceoimtiiig 
practicaa of tollagea mid uiuv^raitiea, corraot^ funda include the oparatiiig 
foala of Uia inajtitution f^v aducatioaal and ganaral purpoaaa^ aa eoateaatad 
with ctlia odiar apecial fun^ groupa: loan foada^ andowaa&t ari^ s^adlar ftiMa^ 
attiittity tuudB^ plant fimda^ ai»d agency f mdr* fttata l^d^t ^onHtlaa ara daalfnad 
to aAteaaa or aodal tb^ educational and geaeral catagoriaa onljr* Auxiliary 
aatarpriaaa» auch aa t)|a bookatove, housing* food formica, ara i^Ksally 
aalf^ail^porting alnca theaa activitiaa charge faafe for their aarvicea irtil^ 
ara to coirar the expanaes associated with the pro^aion of the aenricea^ and 
therefore they are not included in a budget fomla* In addition^ enenaea 
yaociated vith the care of p?itientV^nd get^eral aerricea of hoapita^a and 
thoa/a of ind^ indent operations^' auch as federal ly-f united reaearch labor 9toriea» 
are not conaidered as part of the budget fotnala« t " 

In de^loping the budget forwula for edi^ational and general categoriea, 
tiro approact^s can be uied: tQtal entitlei»ant and line ittt* The aiajor 
differencea betveen these tvo approaches are the level of aggregation and 
the expt Uitneaa of the eleaenta that aakd up the rate. In the total entitle-* 
Mnt approa^y a single rate ia established for each najor category of activity 
included ih the form la (e*g* instruction and departa«ntal research, academe 
aupporty etc*). This standard rate repreaenta a coq^aitS of factora that 
contribute, to the cost of a particular category* Louiaiana and Tanhaaaaf t 
for exac^la, derive budget estiMtes for instruction and departMntal reaearch 
on the baaia of credit hour production sod specific ratea per credit hour« 
The rata incorporates all instructional c^sts^ including faculty and staff 
aalaries^ eqtfipoant and suppHeag and other operating expenses. Although 
the foraula My differentiate rates aQK>ng ^rograma and levela» the tntel 
entitlestent is derived as a single process* The support for instruction and 
departaental reaearch, tot .Bxumpl^ la deceneined by aultiplying the rates 

10 • ' 



W fSbm mmt%T of crmU^t hours. An alterpstive to this ptoce|s is a liaa itM * 
^n^rMCk» Lal^ nhich tbt budget foraula addrassea specific lina iteos aaaociatad 
vit^iii «afi|i ttajor category. For example^ in developing the instruction a^id 
dMartaaAtal reaearch budget estiMte proposed in Michigan^ tVie category/^ 
cf^lieitiy reflects line ite%a associated with if acuity saCar tea, staff ;^lariea< 
and operation espenaea aa veil as adjust^ants for anticipated :ri^i^l&wr 
iii^eaaea and errora in projected credit liour production.- Kach of tl^ae / ^ 
ln^vidual line item, baa a apecif ic f^nula >for deraloping a budget eajtlMte^ 
and tha antitlenent for instructional. act ivitiea is the sum of l^i^/dbdiiriAaal 



line ^m^^* ^ . . 

Ibile the total entitleawnt approach My appear Moreji^peaiing bacauaa _ 
of ita siaiplicity, it ia not aenaitivb to f l^cotating or different iaUng aspects 
of the eleMnta cospriaing the fotal expenaea. The adr^a^ of tba tine ^ 
itaft approach is tiia in^r^ased sensitivity of Ifbe fior^la to the dif f^ant 
factora co^iriaing the activitiea within a fmeixo^al category. { The afre 
aenaitlve the budget fomula to the eloM^s co^ising a givM category* 
tba smre preciae, adequajta» and equit^ne the funding eatiauite. ,Tbqaa anfag^ * 
with the. atate budget process* in<^x(ding t^e ins ti tut ions* .the state aducatiott, 
agency* and th^ legislatere and jfovernaantAl, M^>^cy* ajpold' perceive a fonaala 
which iroreaaea precision, eq^ty» wd adequacy as aore legitiwite* thua (S^^^ 
itating the proeoss; The Mbbleas* howler* with tb^ line ite« approach are . 
the greater data ^quire»n>ts* the lost of flei|Lbitity in allocating funds 
within a w jor category/ and the poteiitial intruaion of political conaidera* 
tiona into the budget/ir^ocess througtt detailed accountability. the legiala* 
ture liadta the alLdcat^on ot state funds to quite narrowly-de fined purpoaea^ 
inatitutions My l4 r^^atricted too sever^lf in the in^mal allocation of 
funda. The potmtiat loss of institutional autonooy wat be weired againat 
tiie advantageyof increased sensititrtty of t^m budget fonmla, ^ 

2,3 Hethoda^&ef lected in State Budget Formlai 

Typically* a foraula to Refine the total financial requireaanta of an 
inati^tlon Is not a single fonsula* but r'ather a group of fomlas* each 
reflecting apecif ic costpone^t of the functional- categoriea in the current 
funda group. Aa Ralatead jfl9^4* pp* 665*667} pointa out* these specif i^c for- 
SRilaa can be catejprised Recording to one of three a^thoda of calcuiaticmi' 
workload^ ataff ing ataod^d, or perceotagS base fact^ These ssm approacbea 
era diacuased by Gross (i$73) and Moss and Gai^Her U976)* usic^ a different 
taradnelogy: rate per basa factor (workload), base factor to position ratio 

/' ' u . 



wLiSk Bt^iMj tmtw (9%mtfing staiuUrd), and pejr<;eiit«ge of base factor (percaiftaga 
baaa factor). For aii^ilicity aod conveoieQcei tliis acudy haa adopted Ralataaa ^ 
tafolMlogjr. 

In Am lior fcload aathod, a iforkload or effort deasuresent ifLich 1% relevnt ^ 
to the activity category ia deter»iiied, and costa per uait are deri|[ed. Theae 
^coata par iudt» typicai|y baaed on historical coat studiea, are then oaed f 

to ettimte the level of funding required to aupport a fuiictM»al category* 

- • ' * — — - — — ' — ' 

givea a certain or ^^cted nuabar of unite. The entitloient f<Mt library 

eacpenaea, for ajwuple, could be baaed oo the t^«ba«* of full^-tisa BfuiYalMC 

(rXB) atttdentt by latudent level aincf library coirta are reaaonably reliLted 

to die nmh&r of a^i^nta-rarolled; apecific dollar ratea per VB atndent 

e^ident^ l<^$n^9H;;hfra derived. An eatiaMta for aup p ort tellara required 

ia obtained by anltiplying the projected nuaber of FIB atedeifta by derive 

ratea *^ In the caae of the operation Mintenance 6f tte plq^ieaf plMOt^ 

the ^oaa aqoare footage of apace aaaigned to ^ocatiottal and geaiertil pwpoeee 

could be lailtiplied by a coat*rate per aq^are foot, baaed on hiatMical coat 

aoalyaia. thia approach requirea careful aaaeaMnt of copta mtA fti^|&tional/ 

> cott relet ionahipa and requirea the ua4 of opiricgl and hietoricai coat aiiatyaia« 

The atafflng a tender d f oraula detersinea «the nueb«r of ffMiti^na (fMulty* 
* adniniatration, or ataff) required for the aajor activity cat^wy and tiien 
. wltipliea this req64rea«nt by a correapooding aalaty ache^ile. Tuo^ipproachee 
to deriving the nuaber of required position are gcMrally uaad: i) the deaired 
ratio of poaitiona to a apecific workload aeaaure ia specified; or 2> an appro- 
priltte organiaational atrocture and winning table is developed » Aa an uaaple 
of the firsw aethod, the aaount of aupport for faculty la ^tevaloped Iff der^aiiiig 
the miiri>er of faculty aeabers required by dividing the nwber of project^ 
! credit huurs eiq>€cted to be generated by an average nueiber of credit houra 
expected per faculty aeaber. Thia nuatbe^ of required faculty ia then anltiplied 
by a atandard or average salary to determine the ^tal resource r^ulrettenta 
for faculty aalaries*. The nimber of staff poaitiona require Might then be 
derived based on the maber of faculty poaitiona: for exaople, <me ataff 
Miber per every four faculty laesbe^s/ Thia derived nuaber 4>f ataff poaitlcma 
ia then wltiplied by a atandard or average salary per position to obtain 
the^ financial requireaents for instructional aupport persranel. Otfcer ea«vlee 
of thia approach sight be the specification of student-faculty ratioa or the 
nuaber of aquare feet per custodian. When a sannii^ table approach ia taken, 
the orgtniaational stn^cture of the institution is specified^ an4 the nui6er 




^oi pMitiMt ptraltt^ for Mch level Is given* For example » the fomile 
mif^t epMify eeeh inttructiooel center or school ia alloved one -dean^ 
Me aaMtiiate deaai aed two reaearch aaaiataota* Salary ratea for each of 
W ^eae pMitloiia would be eive&g and the e0titleaeot. wculd be determited by 
ittleiplyittg the iiuai>er of poaitioosi by the aporopritte^aalary rate; 

/ Ib^enditure eat^tea derived froo a perceataae baae faietor approfch ' 
apecifiea S^iat tte aaoont budgeted for a given category ahall be a cerUfln 
\liarcentase of a baaa activity. The baae activity entitleaent^ auch aa inatrttc- 
tioa dc^iartMkntal reaeayrch^ ia typically developed by eidier the vwkload 
or ^^fiag^ ^t^iari nethc^. A fM^rcentage of thia MtiUoMat ia Aen 



detefB&ttod aa tl^ auppot t requirement for a aecond HHjrity. Aa mt «xaaple» 
gvdmn a baae entitlement for instruct ion » acadei4^^^pport ^tf^iJig required 



itm amy be apecified aa 5Z of the baae* 

' Mbile eacl» of the^#e^ approachea can be «jsed in the developmant of a atate 
Imdget formula and esw^ilea of all car^ e found, each haa aaaociated with 
it limitatxona and adyantagea lAich be considered in^ ^veloping Md impl^ 
mentii^ a bocget fonaula. The workload fomla approach ia the one that Bala^ei^ 
(1974) identifies aa the moat preferred. Its major advantage ia that it ean 
accommodate programnatic and other qoat variationa without bringing the apecific 
facsora to the fo^^ont of the buSget formula (Wiaccmain Policy Paper #1*1» 
1976}* Typically in this mode the specified rate per credit h«mr or per atudent 
will incorporate fa^^ ora such ss a^^erage credit hoar producti^ per faculty 
and the ratio of staff personnel to faculty^ but the componenta are sot made 
raplicit. T^mieasee'sN^struction and academic aupport formula ;providea ^n 
example. It includes faculty and clerical aalarida, office ezpenae and equip- 
ment, and other instructional department ^cpe'nsesi but aummariaea theae eiqpenaev 
into s aingle coat per credit hour figure. Similarly, costa per aquare foot 
in a formula for cuatodiai services reflect an ^'mpllcit ata*ffing aiandard 
on the nount of space a cuati>dian should manage without it being suide explicit* 
Iftile thia approach is arttractive in its handling of |N>tential ^liticfl diffi* 
cttltiea^ ita disadvantage ia that it reflecta paat behavior by basing the 
rat^a on hiatorical cost patterns and may either perpetuate poor reaource 
managMsnt or uoderatate costs in an inflationary period. Fluctuationa in 
coat componenta will affect the accuracy of projected fiacal requirecenti* 
The workload approach alao requires a tareftil and frefiuent monitoring of the 



coat unit and an adequate data syA^« 
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pMLiit^ out in the WitCfmsin Policy P«per #1*1 (1976), two diffUultiet 
^wt^^M^^c^tn^ irith the staff ing standard approach* The specif icatim of 
jd^ average inaiiRinr^^i-crjidi^ hours per faculty metier by discipline sad te«<:hiiig 
VvnX or iiistruntioMl ^thod tentid to^oSstraitt atid diatort ae^adjusiic- Judswnts 
ail^Ott^ the appropriate teachiog Mde^s to iv^et particular needs* As aii illnstrs'* 
fciim, the formla wty specify that the averag^e number of lecture credit hours " 
per fecolty w«ber is 300 and for independent study and thesis and disscrta** 
tloo goldnce^ 200* In « sense this forwla could-^'felltfoirce indefondent study 
md taid«^ as en; instructionul node, even thou^ in aeny iAstructionel situn* 
Cioikn it JLs not tlie aost appropriate node to he cwployed. foiPi^r» such an 
nppr ^e^ is sobj^ct to manipulation both by the institution and die te^slsr- 
tiBr#» «1he insti cut ions nay begin to offer aOi^ credits of inditpe.-id»t etndly^ 
so to incrense the nuaber of faculty positicma^o be fundM and Oier^ d^ir 
ahcre of the apprc^riation. On the legiftlatin^ eide, these stnffiiig stancinrds - 
becoM bargeining points in the context of the budget, ^nhieh could result 
in imreesing, reUier then reducing, the political uncertainties of the state 
budget process « 

« 

Of the three approeches, the base factor approech eppeere to be the noat 
aia|»liatic. It forces attention to the central consideratictts related to ^ 
direct instructional coses, and budget otf iters and legislators say find diis 

wre siaple approach easier in building tke budget* It ist however, baaed; 

* 

on a SMijor assitaption that the relative cost of the budget coaq>oneiK: being 
darived are reascmably constant and predictable. If not, the siaple percMtage 
will not ba adequate as a method for deriving- future coata* For exaaple^ 
the coats assc^iated vith library periodical aubscriptions WKf. be increasing 
at a rate vhich chaagea the nature of the perjcentage relat^onahip to inatruc** 
tional expenditures* The formula could then become inadequate in ita aWlity 
to provide aupport* Thia approach also ddes not focus attention on the co^onent 
as an area for the development or refinement of policy. If the budget formula 
is to function's an. instrument for addressing policy issues, those comi|ionants 
associated with *the issues should be incorporated into the formula. Moreover, 
such an approach may provide little incentive to better management of resmircea 
ii^ support areaa. 

2.4 fixed, Vaiiable, and Mixed Coats 

Since the budget formula is desil^oed to estimete future expenditures, 
it is necessarily linked to the analysis of cost behaviors (Eobinson^ Ray, 
and turk, 1977). Therefore, attention should be given to nhether the formula 

s " . / 
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9MtmmMB irari^U, fixed, or mixed costs sod in what sMianer they ^re addressed, 
fh^ teC0r«ey*of the budget estisMite will be contingent upon the sensitivity 
M ti^ fonbla to tbe particular cost^ behavior of the activity being aK>daled^ 

Variable costs are those ifbich fluctuate in a proportional relationship, 
to c^M§^*£ii the volum o( the cooponent* As the nui^er of units increase* 
Hkt total cost of that ..ay>onenc increases correspondingly. Entitleaenttf 
for iastmcCibn and departmental research are often treated in budget formulas 
as if tbfcy- mere variable costs. As shown io'Figuro 1» the entitlesient increases 
as Uim ttoaber of credit hours if^crease. 
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Figure 1. Variable Cost - Instructional and Departmdntal Besesrcb 

Fixed costs/ on the other hsnd, remain constant regardless of die changes 
in the volume cf the component . Typically, fixed costs represent costs nhieh 
are necessary to provide a sc^rvice and are often referred to as ^cuiimcity 
costs *""^W|: thin the context of budget formulas » few exaiq^les of a fi^ cost 

>proach are usually found. In the foroulu proposed by Michigan for the broad-* 
cVsting component of public service, institutions which eag«go Mch sctivities 
aims entitled to fixed amounts for radio and television |>rpductiona, regardless 
-of \ai7 otter factors. TbCcrosts of central administration (e.g. the chief 
exm^utive and his principal sraff officers) are sometimes viewed as fixed 
fosts, since the mesd>er of such positions bears little relation to the overall 
sise of the institution. 
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WUimllf^ fixed €9§H are coa^Md of both fixed aod variable '^att, 
tn forwta t^getiog the repreaeatatioo of mixed ce^ts eotaila a bam asM^tiot 
fMf tile ea££t.lMeot (a fixed «oiitit) plus en additCsSal msf^t. baaed im the 

7^i^^of tinr eoiq^eiit* Por exaiaple, the forwla 'for pub tie* aerriee wkf apeeijfy 
«^^«ee of .$25*000 to «(&itfh ia added an iieouxit based oo the credit hourrpro^** 

' tl<m« JTiQittre 2 provides a staph of |dbia mixed coat. As Aoim in tltia exafpVi*.^ 
m baae^titl^ot of $25,000 is provided for public sertiee jiofirities r^Eard-* 
less of je^Mitiimint education unit (CSU) prodacticm^ If imtitutlon psoAic^ 
2*501 )^o 7*500 CSD* then an additional $25,000 ia proH^d*^and ao-on to 
a MxiMsi of $l(j&^(m^tot 2*^ cm? and above* When a^otal^iot etandard* 
racheit l&mi the i^rkload, laechod ia used to eatiMte nac^ coeta* a fiped ^ 
Qunber of poaitlona is provided to idiich a^irariable nurfmr of^poeitiona l^ 
a^Med contingent upcm the nuHd>er of faculty or the jowber of atudente* ^ 



totitUMBt 

lioo.ooo^ 

$ 75,000, 
I 50,000^ 
f 25«GGO^ 



— I 1 1 

7,500 7,500 12»500 



Hgure 2» Mixed Costs Public Service 

2«5 Projection of Costing Ufvfts 

/ 

Halatead (1974) suggelts/ that the basic structure of budget fonaulaa ' 
involves the ■ultiplication unit costs by projected loada^ or voluaft* to 
eatimate the future fiscal requir^ients, Sosie statea, bovever* have inplnen^ed 
procedurea vhich base the budget projection on the currMt fiscal year* a actual 
performance. The question is whether to base the budget on a projection of 
the forthcoming headccmnt aod/or full-tioMi equivalent enrol Ismnf* credit hour 
produqtiont and other vol^nne related cost units^ or to uae aa the l>aae for 
budget calculations the most current, actual levels of the particular coat 
unite. 
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Hm HtiiMklty vitii tMuing' tKi «aount oa projeci:ftd estiwites it asioeiattd 
HMMMrlly irildi tluifc of Accuracy. L^cifically, if the budgeting procesr 
iB Vm^T^ |pr0j«e£i^ figure* aaly^ it mxBt aake provieioiu fior the sicuation 
ift liiidb cii\iutitutioii exceeds its projection or in iihich it does not Met 
its projst$ti<m. Jlew Hexl^o's budget process^ «fbich is based oti a projectiba 
l^j^tiNH^^ has ecmaidered ^e problea of institutions exceeditig enrollstnts 
hf :m^iM^ a proirimim^ of >2OO»OO0 to aeet ^e costs of iddiUiraal stttdeats. ^ 
4t 4oM iioty Imvevet, propose to recoup funds fraa institutiooa'not wetiog 
the projeetad enrol hMmta^ one possible solutim to this prohleoi^ The pro- 
noM^ bud^t f oraulA. in Michigan has incorporated f Mtor baaed on previovaly 
projMtad esedit hours and audited credit hours for that period. An adjuat* 
mmt in thsT upeoeiiig budget period is then aibde on the baais of ratio ,of ' 
prbjfcted'mid audited credif hours. 

Inatead of baaug the budget requests' on projected units » an alteniatif^ 
' ia to use ^tunl levels .of the respective imite for tte soat recer fiacal 
period. Ihe state budget processes in Texaa md touisima provide tvo eniylaa 
of this approach. While this process eliadnatea the problesi of <»ver*eatisMitM» 
it reflects a philosophy which can be described as **locAing backrard into die 
future.^ Under this approach chaogea in the unit, whether esq^ted or unsi^ted^ 
ari not addre saed until th e next budget peri od, lAidi wqr bf too late to iaet 
real resource needa^ especially in a period of rising enroHsmta* On the 
other hand, such a technique will provide an importunity for phaaed reductions 
in fimding in a period ''of declining enrol lMnt%^ 

2<6 Incwrporation of Inflation Factors 

Inflation^ as a factor which significantly influencea the <^>erating 
budgets of institutions, can and should be iMorporated into the budget fonnila. 
TIhi SMnner of incorporation is contingent on the approach and Mthod uaed 
in the particular fornula. One possible approa^cVr is to use an overall per* 
eentage fee tV for inflation in a specific activity category* Mclahona*s 
fiacal year 1978 budget foroula for the health areas, for «aa|»i«, providea 
for a 71 incrMse in both general sAainistration and general eipenae nd a 
lOZ increase in continuing education and in organised res^rch* A fonsula 
which naes the percentage base oethod would necessarily be rf^atricted to this 
overall percentage for inflation. When, as AlabMs's forwola doea, the acadMlc 
aupport entitlesient.is defined as 5Z of the instruction and departMntal re- 
aearch budget, .inflation can be incorporated into the estimate either by adding 
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OB V pwcMtai^^fof inflation io tach specific category ot to assinM that 
^t»m iaflatioii faetora iACorporated into the inatructioo and departsiental 
raMarch eatiaate will be sufficient to covar the inflationary coats in a$ad«^c 
atq^ort actiYitiea^ 

Tb^ Ijtttec procadttifa^ ^\\^ sio^le to apply^ may not be aenaitive to 
the diffarantiftl'iaqpact of inflation on specific coaip<manta vitbin tibt ^mmflm. 
9bar« the fonwla vas either the staffing atandard or workload «athod» an 
alternative ia to adjwt the specific aalary rataa or ratM per «mit di^£«r«Qtiallx; 
Tbnat if tSia forvula delineated faculty ^d ataff salariea aaparatelx, as 
'do ttia Iftchigafi^ Texaa, and Virginia budget forwU sa^ different inflatioQM/ 
rataa could be applied to each aalary category: for faculty and 7«5X^ 

for at4ff» aa mi eacmple.^ Similar aitoationa occur in oraraaltt^ ^iCapMg ^ 
ViCb ^bm $?toimi» aaintenmce formla in Vaabington, iib»e tiba ma:mm of ia^ 
being aaLstained are categorieed as toftjpt types vith different ratea €or eacii ^ 
type* If the coata aasociated irith oaintaining lauaa rare ic^aeaiag faatw 
than tboae asaociated vith paved areas, the differentiel ^plication of iafle^ 
tiMery factors could be readily incorporated. Anot!^ aituetioii ia |diere 
apecific ratea per student are uaed. To incorporate' i&^tion Urn re^ couUf' 
be adjnated either on an acros8«^the^boar<l nsnner (all ratea imfeeae by 
or differentially <i«e» different inflation faetora ate asaociated vith 4il£»mt 



progress and/or levels). 

Bam inflationary factors are incorporated into the L iget fonmila vitl 
depend to a largo extent on the desi^ and atructure of the for«ola» tt iH.ll 
also depf'sd on th<^ political procesr^nd the extent to which tiie specific 
favors will bee one negotiable ite»s. Cne of the purpoaea or fttActiona of 
bud^t forwlaa is to reduce the .pol it icc^V'uncertaintiea of the atate 1>^l^t 
procebs* By increasing the sensitivity of the foronila and icu:orpora ting specific 
inflationary rates, the result mMj be counterproductive to that purpose; 
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3.0 WfWt or SELECTED STATE BUDGET fOWBLAS 

Tb* budget fomsU^oC the ten eelect«4 fitlitet pr<^4d# divert# riMfil^f 
of the iqr^MCbes, Mthodt^ imd cG^fMrneats used ttntimBtixkiA^tit^^ift^ 
fieeei reqoireMmtt* The budget fomla» ere eseaim^ in tetM of ^ "^M^t 
Mjor cetegoriee of inetltuttoiiel ectivity^ folloirli«' tlbe ttmmm^ ptaH4^ 
by the Setionel Aeiocietioa of College eod TtoiVereitj Bueioefe Of fioere (1974) 
for I^etloiuil eod Geserei Ei^eodituree* In edditioii» tvo ereiM ^ 
e4juf»eroti»:i^ the epplicetiou of forwlee to h^eltWeleted ectlritiee * 
ere co^idered^ Specifieelly, thie >](eaiiietioD cleeeifiee eech foTWiU reU- 
thn tot 1} gei»gel ei>proech (totel eotitlMent or line it<s)| 2) Mtitod, 
of celculetion (eEeffing utmtidmtd^ vorkloed, or perceetege beeeli end 3> ^|or - 
coya^te (the epecific verUblee eddreteed to tbe forwle), Ti^te 1 mmmin^ 
tbe cetegori^e eddreesed in thie eec^ion^ ootiog oetegoriee «e ia«t«ded 

in eech etete budget fonRii^. Appendix A eontelne e written detcrlptioo end 
e Mthmiticel represenu^titni of eecli of tVe ^en ftete budget fpriblet * t 

3.1 Inetruc^ou end Depert«ehtel ieeeercb t 

/Expendituree in tbie cetegorf typtcelly include tbe expenses for act i«lt tee 
which ere pert of th« inetitutidn*« instructi^iel progrea, «^ ^t ^of fevediel 
ei^ tutorial inttrucUdn irtiicb i« cU»«ified under Stud^t Serrlcee, O^rt* 
Mtttel reeeercb doe^^ ^ot include eeperetely budgeted eponsored reeeereh» lAich . 
ie t:leeeified es e reseereh eetivitj. Wbil« the c«t« end ecti^itlee eeeocieted 
with the depertaent cbeimen ere included* deen'» office* hweter, ere ueuelly 
eaeluded fro« thie category, Teble 3 tvaaDerieet the approeehei tsi^mi by the 
itetee md the coetpooente iot laded in their fortaulee. 

The budget forvule for d^lehooe ieititutioo* i« ba«^ mi ^n hietoric 
rate per FTB etudent^ difterentiated by diacipline levels end projected 
PTE ettrolU»?^t, That portion of the rate e^iociated wtth isstructi<m ie 
developed uelng etendard •tudent^f^cu\ty ritio«, differentiated by level, 
and inatitution type and standard faculty taUrie* by intcicution type. The 
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rMtioiiig porti^it {mi^ ttudent iu^licitly iacorporato* «j^iiditinr«s «r«l«ti^ 
to ^)«ral iflttractiotuil auiyport, including libr«y, g«fiftr«l ateiiiiitrfttioo» 
^ #r«I exiNuiM» and optrfttioti and Mixit<mMce» of ^jaical plant and it bMod 
uo Meh itoditl^ual institution* • cost hiatCKry* 

Tvo itntej« Louisiana and Tannescea, u«a a budgat fornula approakh vhicli 
aatiMtas the total instructional cost. BotlTstata formtlas ara basad on 
, credit hour production and specific rates par credit hour; the nuabar of credit 
hours 'is Multiplied by the specific rate per credit hour. Ihe essential dif-*^ 
farance it that 1#ouisiaiu*s foroala conaiders a base jrasr credit hour production, 
^ile Tennessee's uses projected credit hours. Both fotttu'^as differentiate 
the criKlit hours ssid the rates on tiK^ factors' pr^p^aa or acadettic area and 
level, wch as lomr level ^undergraduate, upper Uv#l i^dargraduate, MSter's, 
doctoral. 

Aaong the rcnsiniog seven fonsulas^ six separate 11 i^e&s are used: 
instructional faculty sslaries» alainistrative faculty salariea, stafl salaries, 
and other <^rating expenses^ instructional adninistrstion, and credit hour 
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Instruct ion and Depcrttseotafl Research 
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tetlMtM* Thrnmm budget foraulM consider the various line iteas eeperetel^ 
end derive tke totel eotitljMtit by tuaHiiag the coapooeot costs. 



in Teble idien salaries are separated as distioct liae itoM^ 
iHiod used & tei^loping the foracula is ^he staffing staft4ard« fn the 
eoa^tttatioii of instmctiotial lEaculty salaries » the Quaber of positions tc 
b« teiidad is decem&aed 1) by dividing either projected or base year RE en-* 
TOllamt 1^ student-faculty ratioa or 2) by dividing either projected or base ' 
ymt credit t^wra by specified credit loads per faculty. The budget ^rraalaa 
^ 9dfif Texa#, MtdTirginia use FIE enrollMnts and ati^ent--faculty ratiM« 
i4iile tiiose*of Michigan, Memico, and Va^ir^^onHiae cm^it hows md emdit - 
Ibodf f«r faculty. To obta^ rhe Mtisuited funds .reqv^r^» the imdmr ^ 
derived positions is then mltiplied by an average salary^ eitiler ma iaatitu* 
tiooal mirage or a statevide atai^rd salary rate, as sliom in Tiritile 3* 
te^lrdleaa of i^tber FIB enrollsents or credit bows is the variable bei 
ui^, the budget forwtlaa typically differentiate the «mollMnta or credit." 
hours by prograsi or acadeaic area and by lei^l of inatruc|;i<m w s«i|dMt# 
Ohio* a aetbod provides a notable variaticm; areaa have bMn g^ot^ed fnto l^rela' 
on tim baaia ,of siallwr historic costs. For eMoqile, 4dM progtaai of Genwal 
Studiea has three levels with the areaa Of History, 6e<«rq^y, end Boas EcoobiicEa 
grouped into Level 'I; inglish, biological Sciences, and library Seimice, into 
Im^l XI; and Glmii.stry, Physical Education, and Draaa and Dan^. into liOvel^ 
Ittf Student-faculty rftios are also*dif£ermtiat^ by prograsi and by level,' 
sov^th^st ihe nunber of faculty positions is determined for eech progratt/lavel 
^cosybination^ The total ninriber of positions is then suoasd and asiltiplied t 
by the particular salary rate. ^ ^ 

^ The budget foraula of Virginia and that proposed for Michig. . also in* 
cludb other aalary line itaas under instruction and departnental research* 
Adsd^istrative ai^ staff aalaries are bnth iocluded as components in Virginians 
fonula, uhile Michigan includes only the staff salary component. The nuofeer 
t>f ateiniatrative positiotis is a function of the niuobbr of FTE instructiimal 
faculty positions, and thV salary entitl^asnt is derived by multiplying the 
.number* of positions by an institutional average salary. The maber of staff., 
poaitij^ is a fimction of both the nu9ri>er of instructional faculty positions 
aikl the nuaber of administrtcive positions in the Virginia formula, while 
in the pro^^sed Mi':higan fdrsnila, it is derived from the nuid>er of FfE-ipstruc*- 
tiMal poaitlons. The staff salary entitlement is determined by multiplying 
the nuBibot of positions by either an institutional average salary (Virginia) 
or a atandard salary rate (Michigan)* 
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OdMT 498r«tinc «xi>«ns« •ntltlMMoti for iastructioo «nr^aep<Htt«Ki£«l__:^ 
rttMOdi «r« 4«t«ndLn6d >y either tHe workIo«<* fcraula Mthod or the p«rccat«g« 
teM fewmla Mthou. Hittoric rates'; or cost», per unit ere d«telop«d for 
a» optnting fti^wMM. The iMgaituie of th«se rates depend cm t^edter die 
eoeC wiit i* enrol iMdctbr es^it hour, ei veil whet coatt are tmslude^ , 
in tl^ 4«f iaitimt and the extaat of diflerentiation bf prograa «^ level. 
ttm— factors sake interstate coiiwfi«<«» difficult. Ob^o. 

Mm Ifeidco, and Texas 'provide esuHpies cf the workload aithod^ for davalopi^ 
the, oparating ^ifnttamt budget- Ohio's foraula la haaed on projeetad ITS 
•nrollMBt, while WHi M-Mtico's (projected) aa*. Teaaa* (b— ywr) foxwlM 
ar^^aaod on credit hours. As an alternative to th% «omoad wtliod, Wa rt iint <o »* 

httilsat fonmla detarmiims die oparating ezpenaes as a par^t^ of ^ pr«- ' 

,* • • • ^ " 

viooaly hodgetcd aKM;|at, ao as ::o adjust iner^^jRitally fo7 iafUtion. fbia 

budget approach r^f^ctp an Msuaption that c^attlgaa ia «^ portipo of tiam 

tod^t will not af fect3^rti«ntal operatiiMC ex|Maaea. As a aaeond axnpl*. 

the proposed Michigan bu<^et ftr^la specifies diat di^rtMnta^ opiMrafc^ 

expensaa reflect a percertage of the tot»l inatructiooal eoapanaation am»C» 

including both faculty and 4C«ff salaries the«^ providing a putinl •djoaC' 

■ent for inflation. 

* ■ * ■ 

Michigan's proposed fonwila for instrttctloif awl dapart^tal raaear^, 

^ich ia baaed on projected credit hours, alao providaa a correction for an 
error ia estimtiog the actual credit hcwr production. The ratio of dt« 
audited to the projected credit hourt is Bultipliwl by faculty and aUff 
salary and operating expenses entitle«nts, tVus naking a Lparcentas* sdjuat- 
SKttt the budgeted aa»unt for either over- or uoder-astimtas of projected 
credit hour production. While other states use projected enrolUwnts or credit 
hours. Michigan's proposed forwls is the cnl* one i»itJ» such a correction 
factor. In the budget process for Hew Mexico, funds are set aside statewide 
to cov«r additional ejipenses "ibeo enroUasnts excead the projected level, 
although the problea of underestiaation is not addresaed. 

Finally, the TeKss budget formula includes a line it«B for instructional 
administration (0ean> office*), iihich i* bated on three factors: a weight 
for level of instruction, a weight for cr*^iit hour production, and facttlty 
ialaries. The level weight forwula reflects « posture* that instructional 
adisiuiatratioo is ■Ost affected by the undergraduate and the professional 
levala md very little by tha oastei^'s sod doctoral levels. The credit hour 
weight forwila recognizes that in»titution«l sise, as indicated by credit 



ho«Bi ^o^tiodt !• imfoit^3^t to this cost «ad provide higher Might* to 
ertdit lioiur prodtietioa in.exceas cf specified levels. Fim^lly^ the entitle- 
itloiial edyiciietratioa ie determined hy applying theee veijghte 
to tmcultf i^leriee entitloMOt^ e function of the nudktr of faculty 

-* - - . ' • 

Th9 MtiYlti^e aatociat^ vith inatructifln and departoental reaaareh 
* rMcim tba lai^eat ahaM of tlia Vocational budget'. « no costs associated ' 
wi|^ ttfsss aetiTities include iacjlty^ adteinistrativa^ aad staff salariaa; 
«gtsdri^s and atqpplied; aiiuipottntj and other operatiao^ i^pmsea. « In deriidng 
^ hedgst ^stlmtas this, category both the total Mtitleswet ^aad tike line 
; £c«B ^faro*^ ar« r«prM«nted id t^e budget fonanlM terUamd. tRtm tte 
mtieUcMBt •pprtMcIt is taken, the foxwtU oeee t^ wocUoid mUmi, er«a£t 
lioRTS i&e aultiplied specific rates per credit hdor, ,«b«re tite rates anrnwass 

^ die total costs associated 'vith instruction ai^ departamtal researdi into"^ 

> - » *" 

e single nuaber differentisted by program ure and level Vbma die liM ites 
* approach is tdceut^ salaries or coaq»ensation ^e one set of c<msidMationi^ 
- ttdd oth^ operating expenses hre a second ^rea. ViUi salaries m a line iUm^ 
^e staffing sMftdard method is tibe rule» nhere the inmi»er of required pMitiona ^ 
is nttlt£pli«^ by specific sslsry rates* Support for otter operating eiqMses 
is derived using eitiier a uorkload method or a percentage base mstiiod. Adjust-* 
meats fcr over** or under-projection of the units are also of coocefn end lure 
addres^d expUf itly by one of' the formulas reviewed. 

^ 3.2 General iSupport 

The budget formulas of Louisiana* Rev Mexico^ and (Hdahome provide for 
general support for thi^^insti tut lone beyond that specifically foft instruction; 
Table 4 sumsMrites , the components and methods use^ in the formulas. Both 
I^isisna and Uw tfexico derive vhe entitlement ^or jieneral support aa percental^ 
of the iT'struwtion and departmental research entitloent. The Louisiana formula 
derives an estimate for the^ instructional salary base. It then tskes the , 
positim that the stste should support 73X of the total educational and general 
n^eds of institutions snd faculty salariee should reflect 66Z of these ^otal 
eiqpenditures. Given these tvo assw^tionsp the nouot .for general support . 
is then determined to be 62*652 of the derived ipstr^i^lonal salary base* 
The total institutional entitlement is. the sslary baas plus 62,651 of that 
salary base. Algebraically, this figure is equivsient to the 73X for state 
suppbrt. In s similsr manner, the New Mexico formuls specifies that for large 
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0mn9A Aoald reflect 44Z of the total e^atiooal aad 

^^imMts^^ lor^sMll ioetltutiont, 45Z« le eoatraet to the 
^ti^, <MdiriiOM*e budget forqfala hat detendaed hlatcnrlc coata 
jSi «^liMiit and developed a general support entitlement by sultiplyiog 
^ |«e»j|itcted rn enrol laent by the rate>er student « These rates are dififer* 
eiitiatad by progrsm and level. 

• laVle 4. 

f ... 

Cenenil Support ' ^ » 

' . ^ * ' j* 

^- ' ^ Total Botitleaent- AporiMteh ^ 

" Mertiod of C«i«dl«tlMi ■ 

Pnit/Coiponwit Staffing StandtA Wwritload Pwrctnt^ 

/ < 

|Mr Mudeo 



PrcJecCed FIB Bnrollaent OMahc — ^ 
Sat« >ttr Unit CM.tbm» 

3.'3 Essearch 

Fttods mipporcing orgenised research activities, i^dier coHiiasloiMid 
by an extamal agency or sponsoredi by the institetion^ ara cat^^risad aa 
research following cvurrent accounting practices (RACtmO, 1974). Hm distin- 
guishing characteristic between this category and ^at of instruction «id 
departoental research i,s that these research activities are saparately budgeted, 
typically such expenditures are fui&ded by the state on a project grant basis > 
and, therefore, are not usually included in the f onnla bud^t. Several states, 
however, do provide for research support as pert of the foranla. h» rtown 
in Table 5, id»en the total entitlettent^pproaeh is taken, the a&eiiod used 
by Alabaaa, Tennessee, ao^Jexas was a percentage of a spatiified base.' In 
AtabaM's fonnla, 2Z of the instruction and deparCMntal reaaarcta entitlaaeQj:^. 
ia**for research. Tennessee'^ budget procedure sets aside $1,500,000 for re- ' 

— - • 

search support to be divided aaong the institu: Lous* tf an insti^tion aeeured 



external funds in axcess of $5,00A either fro« private or goveroMntal sources 
for zesearch dmring the base :i^ear peripd. then a percentage of these f«a^s 
baied on ^ institution's proportion to the total state mmyX of sponscMfcd \ 
reseatch funds secured during lihe base year, is distribut«i to tiie respective t 
institutions. Tbe Texae> budget fomula for organised researcb includes 5Z 
of the it mill iiaiiw iili fmiilii secured by 'an institution froa external sources. 
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Table 5 
Research 



Total Eatitl«^at Appioach 



'Mathpd of Cali^ultlon 



Scaf f inR SfpflArd Wctfkload 



StatMlds Xotal SpCmsored 

Bm* fie Student EnroXl»CTt 
Faculty Salaries 



Line Xtea Approach 



Pbit/Coaponent 

Seaearch Base 
Base TTO" Faculty 
Standard Average Salary 

Bd^fearcb Capacity - 

^iloii-G««oeral Fund ttesearoh 
Funds 

Basearch Institutes ^ 
Baae Budget Eicpaiditure 
ProgT« Changes 



-iethod ol Calculation 



Staffing Stitfidard Wprklosd Pare»taMi Base 



ttlchigsn 
Mlchigan^ 



Michigan 

Micblgan 
Michigan 
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tdMi iwm&t deteniiMd for faculty talarlea is wltiplied 1^ an 
1 eom^lttitj factor* This coivlaxity factor is based on the FTE 
^ leirely and to soo^/ extent » program area. Undergraduate enroll* 
ia weighted .es a lov factor in its contribution to the cosqplexity of 
tie laatittttiom^ Maater*s level encollment i^ wiughtjpd s'o that it Vontributea 
•iil^tly Mnre» and the vci^ts are differentiated by program* The Ingest 
fmct/fk ooatrihttciiig to Institatiotul complexity, aa defieed in tiiis formula, 
ia doe^nraWf^el enrollment, which is also weighted 1^ ^ogrcn. The er^title^ 
i foi^'OiH^isad research under the Texas formula ia thea 70X of tba meighted 



aalfyy amount a^ the p rcentage for the base year sponsor^ reaearch 
lopenditure^ 

* * 

Qaieg a line item approach, the Miehig^ budget formula ineorporatea 
ti»ree fmmila Itsms: research baae, reaearch capacity, and reMgreh inatltn-' 
tats, in addition, institutive can be miarded apecial project grantsfr 
changea to exiating project granta are included but neither aa a formula-' 
derived line item; the institution projects and juatifiea tfaia amount. Of 
the fMmula teriv^ line-items, the research baae ia developed uaing the 
etaf fing stmdard method; %X of a baae year FTE faculty posittona supported 
by state general funds is multiplied by the atrerage atateifide feculty aalary\ 
rate for that base period* ^ Ke^^earch capacity ia derived as a percentage o£ 
the non-general fund research expenditures, gtrate^sponaored reaearch iastitu-- 
tea» according to the formula, maintain a base amoimt and receive a percentage 
increase, plue funds to support justifijible program increases. 

By making the provision for sponsored or organixed research as part of 
the budget formula, these states recognise that research is an integral part 
of die misairar of poalsecondary institutiona, and they are villiuig to support, 
at least in part, these activities. The Texas aiMl Michigan formulae, in par^ 
ticular, reinforce those institutions vblch have obtaine-; ^""side funding. \ 
gince the acquisition of external funds requires the^ faculty utilise their 
time and institutional resources in the preparation and submission of pro-* 
posals» the posture of these states is one tdiich provides incentives for 
^externally funded sponsored research. 

3.4 Public Service , * ' 

i 

Public service activities of postsecondary institutions involve wninattuc* 
timial programs provided to the cooouaity and cooperative extension services. 
Coeferencea, institutes, rsdio and television, coosulting, and reference bureaus 
are examples. Of the four stste budget foVmulas uhich explicitly addressed . 
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fMUt scttica eftt«gor7» thrte^Alabaaa^ Tennessee » end Texe»--uee the 
jTatet ^tttitlMMt epproeehp es ehovn In Table 6* The Continuing Edaceti^ 
ad^t firoyidee tbe coitin$ unit in the budget forailes of Tennessee end Temes^ 
mXtbOiB^ the retes ere detendned differently* In the Tennessee foneule* 
fomt rMiges of continuing education units are given, and a fi)ced eaount is 
eeeociated witik each range* In the Texas foraule, the tith is $10 per coa-_ 
t^lttis^ edttcat-on unit* Both foraulas^ hovever, provide e i s ini«M of $25,000^ 
mai a ^irfirm of either $100»6b3 (Tennessee) or $200^000 (Texas)/ The AlabaMi 
Ikidi^e ftMnsttla proVidea for 2X of the instruction ent;itleamit to be for.poi^lic 
eenriee actiirities. £ ' 

ttichigaa'a proposed budget foroile takes a line lte« i^^proa^, inclining 
coM p o oen te r^reaentuig continuing educetion, broadieaae» past perfocMOMi^ 
aerrice area» d#liYertr capacity, and atatr-apociaored iMtitdtee* Cootinisiqg 
e&icatim in the foranla is shovn as a fumtion of tbm sQ^eaidittBree f or acadesic 
support aid credit hours for a base period, (Aeadett^ mq^pwt ei^enditoea ^ 
reflect funds^ ^ixpended for those ectivities which support the «lasf<l«is of 
ijistruction, research, and public aervice, such as libraries and b i is s ims ; 
dewmstration schools; attdio-^riaual services and coi^cing support; MadedLc 
adainistratimi; and curriculum develqpMsnt.) The foranta provi^tea an hlatorio 
acadcwLc support rate per credit hour and then Multiplies this rate by a base 
period ttuttber of continuing education units ^ The entitte^t for broadcasting 
activitiea ia baoed on fixed asKMtnts of $460,000 for CPB televiiFion, $118,000 
^or CPB radio, and $25,000 for ncm-CPB radio. In deter^ning the entitlesmit 
for past perforaahce, SOZ of the total investment for continuitig education 
and broadcasting is multiplied by thfi prt^rtion of the stet^de expendituree 
for public service spei»t by the institution. Service area entitlement is 
besed on 12. 5X ot the total for coctinuing educetion aacMNU{|^asting aiut 
the percentsige of the population served by the institution, ]tellvec;|r^^^acity 
also is developed from the total for continuing education and broadcasting; 
37.52 of this total ia multiplied by the percentage of the total FTS atudenta 
associated vith public service activiti^i* As a n<m- formula item; eatimatea \ 
for atate-aponsored institutes* budgets are besed on institutional justifies- 
tion. Fini^Lly, the stiite's estimate of the total public aervice entitlement 
da 6,5X of the sum of these line items. 

3.5 Academic Support and Libraries 

Ac^dMic support activities include service provided by tiie institution 
to meet the missions of instruction^ research, and public Si.nrlce. A major 
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Table 6 
Public Service 



Total Eatirilemeat Approach 



ttilt/Cowpbwasit 



Method of Calculation 



ObTtttiJftulptg Education 
Itaita 

laatviietloMl Entitleaant 



StaffioR Staiul^rd Wor^ load Percant«sa Baaa 

Tamaaaae 
Texaa 



Line Itea ^proach 



ll talt/Cqayoiiant 



Method of Calculation 



Staff lag Standard l!t>rfclftad Faramta»^ Bapt 



^ Continolng Education 

Baaa Period Acadfsic Stq»port 
Cxpenditara 

Baae Period Credit Boure 
. Contimtlng Education Units 

Btoadcaae 

Fixed Aaount 

Peat PM^fonance 

CcmdLnulng Education 
l^tltleaant 

Broadcast Snt it learnt 

Inst 1 tut iona;^ Funds for 
Sanrice 

Statewide, Ftknds for 
. Sarrice 

Sezvica Area 
CoatinVing Education 

Parcenty>f Popjulatlon 
Sarvad \ * 

DeliTery Calacity 

Contiimtng Education 

Broadcast 

Parent of FIE Student) 



ERLC 



Michigan 
Michigan 
Michigan 



Michigan 

i 

MlchlgM 
Michigan 

mehlgan 

Michigan 

Mlchl$aa 
MidULgao 

Michigan 

Michigan 
Michigan 
Michigan 
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' 4WNWt>qr iM tlii« AtM. it the cost of the libreirie$» end aenyiof the state 
^ -l^d^t iorattJUe ed^reee libteriet ae a separate category , rather, thao iacludiiis 
ife ift aea^idLe a^^ort. Acadnic aupport tjrpically incliktea <toata aaaociated 
wliAt wietan fciid tallerieij 4a90fiatratior ^ ools; aedia and ^ehnolcgy, Mich 
aa atidlo*^aual aerricea and coiq>atiag support; acadeodc adslniiatratioa and 

I imaottBat de^alopiaeat; and eeparately budgeted aupport fot^ co«rae and otrricniaai 
dl«vsl0pf at* Ihile reveral states ha^e separate ^^rwlaa for both acadeatir 
mppmrt and iibrarie.a (AlabaM^ Tenaeasee^ and Virgii;ia)t otiyurs addraaa eoly 
tte lifaeary cate^ry (Texaa and Vai^ington) or total acadaiii^ m^port (Ghio)« 
IfieHsea^a h^nH^t fonsula contains acaamic aupport as a foi^nUjt lew and 
tibrariaa aa a nott-^fonBula ites* 

Table 7 Resents a siMary of the approadies and wathoda aa^ the 
'0mti^tmd atatea for the category of academe support « Three of Hie state 
* bo%et foxvalaa conaider academic nfupport aa a percentafl o£ ttim inatr^ctioaal 

~^"^temi^ttrrmttmcf « co«t per PTE scudenc batis i^eb telisMted ^ i ^o yi 
area and l^eirel and includes li^^rary support as nell* ?irg£aia*a bodga^ Ummtm 
utiliaea a ataffing stai^ard approach where the ruber of poeitiona to be 

^^^^diatributed anong the vatioua program is a fimction of die miaber of iUtatrw 
timal and adainistrative faculty positions. Aider tlMT^Klj^inia Mthodolofe> 
a distinction is aade between the staffing luieda of doctoral^^ntiiig imi^r*' 
aitiea and those of co^rehensive colleges, liberal' arte eolle|^s»-and tpecialiaed 
inatituCionr.* For exoq^le^ the ratio of FTE inateu^tional faculty poeitiona 
to administrative positions is 20 to 1 for doctor4l^granting universities 
and 35 to 1 for the other institutions* The' nuaber^ of derived positions is 
then aultipiied by an institutional average aalary obtain the aa^emic 
aupport entitlement* 

0 

The budget formulas of Alab«M» Tennessee^ and Teiias eacb approach the 
libtary funding in terns of total eotitleMnt. As shown in T^le 8| in all 
three cases ^^he ssKmnt is bssed on credit: hours aiid specified rstes per credit ^ 
hour. Tennessee sod Alabns use projected credit hours^ «^ile Tstts uses 
a base period production. All three, however^ take into Mcount level; Tnneaaee 
idiatin^uiahaa bet^ieen lower level and upper level undergraduate t uhile AlabMa 
and Texaa conaider one level of undergraduate. ^ Texas also recogiiiaes a category 
labeled "special profess' ^oal/' The rates per credit hour Mceasarily differ, 
but in general reflect -that larger costs are associated with the aore advanced 
lavela. <. ] 
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\ Table 7 
AciBidfinde Support 



Total ^EMitltaiiget ApproaclT 



HAhod of Calculatioo 



iMtructioo Batitl«Mat^ 

Projected. ITB Itorollwnt i 
late Per Unit 

Ftt iMtnittionet Faculty Virgixiia 

WM Adsittiatretive Faculty Virgiora 

« 

IttadLtotioQal Average Salary Virginia 



- W or kl oad Percentawt Bate 



AlabaM 

Kichi^i 

Teidieaaee 



Ohio 
Ofaio 



Aa an alternative to the total eatitleaMmt apprr^ich^ tibe library budget 
fonbl^ of Virginia .and Vaahington reflect diatinct tine itesa by ificlnding 
at^lfing aalariea aikl library Mintenattce vitii Washington also inetuding 
*»iMigy v_yig> regard to ataffing iu^da» both atate bndget forwitaa proride 
for a ■iniii of FTE ataf f poaitioM to idiich are add#d poaitiona aa related 
to FTE ei:rollMnt and FtB faculty poaitiona* The enrollment f ac tS Ia"3e^ 
lineat^ byH^l in both forwlaa and reflecta a differmtial veif^ting of 
the enrol laent depending on level. With re^^rd to faculty poaitiona ^ Virginia* 
foraula not only includes it aa a factor but also differentiates b4tveen doc- 
toral^granting inatitutions and the coaprehensive colleges^ liberal arte 
colleges, and apecialiaed institutions* tn addition to enrollMnt and faculty 
fee tors » the Washington foraulat as reconKnded, also rakes into account the 
mMher of FTE ataf fj a veight f^ teintenance of the <;urrent collection^ and 
a ueight for nev acquisitions. Froe these factors tbe nuid>er of required 
positions is derived^ and the lis^^ary staffing salary entitleasnt ia coi^ted 
by satltiplying this masber by either an institutional aalary rate (Virginia) 
or a atai^rd aaount (Washington)* 



For library mintenanee, the approach taken in the recoanei^ed WMhington 
forwla and in the Virginia fonsula for doctoral-sranting institutions Mets 
the Aaaociation of Msearch Libraries aeid>ership criteria (The Voight Forwila) 
by detersdning the nmdber of voluaes and oultiplying this by a stsodard rate 
per volusM*. In both forsulss, decersiination of the nuoritHir of voluaea tatiei» 



31 



Table 8 
Libnried 



YotaX Entltleaeot Approach 



l^c^ected Credit Boars 



S taf f ing S tandard 



4(ethod of Calculmtioii 
'Workload 



Percantaw Baaa 



Alifcama 
T^osaasea 

Alabaoa 
Tonaaaaa 



Alabasa 
Tannaaaae 
Taxaa * 



Llna It«i Approach 



ltett/Opi^>OTaat 
Staff^S Salaries 
7iMd^ Poaitiooa 

Base r:E Studrats by Le^el 

Instruct ion FTE Faculty 

mi Saliiry 
(kirrCTt Collections 
Uem Acquialtlons 
Institutional Salary 
Standard Salary 
Libi^ry Maintenance >^ 
Hwber of Vbluaes 

SaUi per Unit 

Pi^ograoi 
lerel 

lluaitor of Pn^grams 
fimad Eatitl»ent 
FTE Studmts by Level 
BiiHlins 
Cterrant id^ecrlptions 
Veigbt for Sablndlng 
Stiodard Dnllar ?alue 



Method of Calculation 



S\.ef ftng Staodard Workload Parcaptay Mmm 

Virginia 

Waabington ^ 

Virginia, T \ . 

W;asibgton 

yitgiAM 

UaahiiiBton 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

Virginia 

Waahiogton 



Virginia 
Washington 

Virginia 
Washington 

Virg;iniA 

Vlr^nia 

Virginia 

Virginia 

Virgioia 

Washington 
Washington 
Washington 



iMtO •ecottt s«T«t«" f«€eor«: • volujst b«se; ^rc^roi additicms by arM; 
•pQAtwtd rMMreh «djo«tMttt». The Washiogt^m formula alio addreafaa eliaagM 

atu^t ewolUMiiiC, faculty chaosaa, acd a raplaceMdt adjuaibMOt. for' ^ 
ail otiMT iaatitotiooa in Virgipia^ the Virginia Maiotenanc^ Fotwla £s uaad. 
Yblg fflimla praridali T fixad aiiiEltteMat ^ich i« sodifiad by total profran, ^ 
inragT' aMfaitada, and enrol loaot weight t. The tocal prograa wi^t is dairiired 
tnm neig^ta aaalga^ to progran areaa and attributed to the i&atitoti<m, 
ctetia^nt mi ita imi^iae prograa offerlogt at the jmdergradaate, saateir*a 
mod itoetoral levela«^ The program vagal tude might la baaed on the maatmt 
of asittoriaed progroui offered at ench lefel< 1^ ettrollaaat ia atao «ei|^t«d 
to differentiate awng the levela vhich ia then divited by tbm mmmi^j^^ 
mrolteent to derive tte enrollment wei^t. The library entitlewmt wofimt 
tim Virginia Maintenance Fornula ia then f^md by multiplying tb^ae three 
meig^ta by tiie fixed baae aiK^nt* 

Aa a final conaideration to the library 'Vl^gtt formula, Vaahii^QB in* . 
clndea a aeparate_Xine it« for binding. Tbia formnla tai^ea in i»M«ait 
onrreot anbacription rate» which ia multiplied by a rate of 1,2 to allov for 
binding and r^inding« The reaulting «ei^ted mibaeriptioa rate ia tha» 
multiplied by a atandard dollar amount to <&tain the «ent it lament tor binding*' 

t 

3«6 Student Servicea / ^ 

Stndent aervCcea activities include tboae aaaociated vith admiaaiona 
and regiattar offices , aa well aa those organiaaticma t^ich cootribote to 
the atudent'a actional and physical^ veil-being and to hia intellectual, 
aocial, and cultural development outaide the cmitext of the formal inatruc- 
timUl prc^am. Aa ehoim in Table vhile moa^ atatea addreaaed atudent 
aervicea aa a diatinct category and uttliaed the total #ntitlement approach^ 
the Virginia bud^t formula takes a Unentem approach. | Virginia derives 
the amount for atudent aervices on the basia of required poaiti<ma and inati- 
tutional average aalaries. A<teini stra tive positions, given a find innd>er 
of 2 PTE poaitiooa, are a functioti of the number of FTl eorollment (2.75 per 
low atudenta), uhile aupport ataff positions are based on the nupber of FTI 
inatructional faculty (22.50 per 100 faculty). 



The resMiuing budget formulas for the most part, view at^jest aervlcea 
aa a function of eorollsM^nt. Alabama, Michigan, Tennessee, fi%§0^ and ksmhing/ttm 
uaa a headcount eorolltDent^ -^ile the Ohio formula uses fT£ enroAmcot, Imt 
all cosqmte a rate per student, Dif ftrentlation on the rate per student occurs 
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Strict 



Services 



fotml Eptltlggieat Approach 



Ifethod Calculation 



Staffing Standard Worfcload Parcaptaan Baa# 



Vaafaiaston 
Uaahiiifton 
VlMliliigt<m 
mdiltaii 

MiSiSn 

TaMaaaaa 

T«aa 



lata par V^tt 



Ohio 
MldiiiaD 

iraahliistoa 



Baaa imomt for Sponaored Maaarch 
Bua E 4 G f^da* 



Taxaa 
T«xia 



Lloa I tea Approach 



Paxt/Coiq^ooant 

Aniniatri^ive Posit iooa 
Fixad lluabar of Poaitions 
Baaa PTE Studa^ta 
Zisat ruction^! Average S&l^ry 

Clr^iflad Staff Poaitions 
Tlxad Nuaibar of Poaitiooa 
FEE Xaatrjictional Faculty 
Znatlt^tional Average S'aUry 



liath^ of Calculaticm 
Staffing Standard Korkload Percentage Baaa 



Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia 



Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia 



^3(clM'^ive of an aiftount for General Adadi^iatratloa and Student Servicea' 
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•itkMf la ttCM of iastitttCioa*! sice (Alab«M and Taxaa) or by prograa (Ohio) ' 
«tkf If X (VMhlaftoa). Is «4di^o fco headeoune asrollaeae, Miehigaii alao 
- Iftcla d M < fixttd rata par cradic h6ur. Haahingeoa'a racoaModai forwla 
ittelodaa f^tora ia addieioa to eorollneat: adaitsion appli{!«£i(»a, bada 
ia midMlea halla, and active placeaMac file*, each vich fiMd ratea. 

Since the Tent fanula £• designed to reflect w>t atxlj etudeiit eervieee 
bat eteo gMerel eAnliiistretioaa it iscludea tvo fectqre not directly eeeociated 
villi etti^t eervieee, <hie fector it essocieted itiUi the edvieietreti^M^ of 
epMeored neeerchp t^ere 5.7Z of the tese^yeer tj^KHieored reeeerch fuxide ie - 
in&liBded ee pert of tlni Mtitleseot. Ihe eec<md fector iaclvided in Oe Xene 
fmmle le IX of the beee ^riod Moust for Educetionei end Gmerel Bi^mdir 
t«ree» excluelve of the eoouat for General Ad&iaietretim 8ti^«t Serrieeee 

3^7 -^netitutioiiel-Supfort * 

Ihie functionel category i&cludee the central seni^meat and Icig-range 
planning for the entire institution; fiscal operatioaa; a^dUiistrati^ data 
pro^eeeing) space Banagva^nt; esployee and pers<»inel % rds: l<^ietical ^ 
eenrices snch as procuresent^ sec«f ity, printing, and tranepartation; airport * 
eetricee for faculty and staff lAich «re not auxiliary enterprifae; and r ii—inLtj 
end«aluflni relations* Teble 10 smeriaes the epproecbee-and coaqponents 
addreeeed by tb^ v^^rious stete budget fonmsles. 

Ift terM of the total eatitlesient approach » the budget formulae of bodi 
Ohio and T- ^e use the vorldosd 3d to celculate inetitutional aupport*^ 
*Xiio*a fonauUp however, is based on projected FTB enrollmntt while the fexae ^ 
fonottls considers base period credit hours. In the Ohio forwila; the ratea 
per student ere dif I^^reatiated by prograa and level and are based on inatitu- 
tionally defined » histori<f costs. The rates per credit hour are standard 
and do not reflect prograa or level but rather are differentiated on ttie besie 
of aaount of credit hours. The first 200,000 credit hours are coated ee $1,02 
and the rate progresses within ranges until aa»unts of credit hours over 
600»000 are coated at $U39. A minimal of $110, 0(R} is also provided in the 
Ti»aa ^oraula as a base for all institutions* 

In Alabaaa^s entitlemnt for instihitioiuil support, 21 of the total 
foranla derived entitleiaeot, including operati<m and Mintenance of physical 
plant but eaceptihg utilif:ies, represents the recoonended saKnmt* Tennensee*e 
^thod for eatitucing the encitleaent for ioscicutioaal tapport comtiders 
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Table 10 
Institutional Stipport 



Total Entltlc»^t Approach 



Ffo^tfetad TOL SsroHaient 
Mtm par tkilt 



flMd latltlaMit 
Ibtal r^teMla Entitle 



Method of Calculatl 



Staffing Staadard Wotfctoad ^arcantaga iMia 

Taxaf 

(Alio 



Tfcnaa a aa 



T^tal Bon-^fozlmla Katitles^t 
Baaa Tear State Fond bcpenditures 



T« 

HtdiitaB 



Line Ite» M>proach 



Uiiit/OPMpcment 

Claaaillad Staff Positions 
^Tixad RuBber of Positions 
FIX Inatructional' Faculty 
Institutional Average Salary 

Ateiniatrative Positions 
fisotd HuBber of Foe it Ions 
Base FTE Enrollatet 
Inatitutional Averaga Salary 



Method of Calculation 



Staffing Stanalard Workload Parc«ita» Baaa 

Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia 

Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia 
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iBUk t^^X fMwla and iu»^formila Mpeodicursa, axcludlng that for inatitii* ' 
IdteM^'iiqppore; ei^rao tbia aMHmt» cae of four forwilaa it applied dapaskding 
"tiNi mtm^ atod attanptioi to reflect institutiMal aiae. llieliisaii*^a propoaed 
ior isatitutimal mpport was derived froa a regreaaion Malyaia and 
t^ricM tiitir account g«iaral fund expenditures » exeluai^re of inatitotioaal 
9mtftkt gad raaaarch ageoeiea* Each of the raining f'^rmilea ^iMat^lly 
iaitem ^ia aaaia eoaii^tatimial procad'ire» al«Jioo]^ the pwticolar i^^a 
of Om pareeotagaa diaQga» coatingeot on the total aaoimt» «ad fii^ aotitliir 

wmmtB are tse<ftporat^ to adjust for institutioMl aiaa.' 

♦ 

MtlKmtb the Virginia fonmla incorporat^a tuo a^paret^ lioa ItoM^ 
1> osaaitira »aam»ant» f lacal operatiooat gannral aAaiaiategtiM m&twicm^ 
Md palilia raletiooa nd ^rralopnaatt and 2) adaiaiatntive 4^ |«oe«^4iv« 
tlMi d^atiactti^^.attribotoa of the line it«^ mxm »UriM thr tg^ <4I ^ 
pMitioQ feeing eofiaidared. a both lioa itOMt thn Mim e£ elMoiHad otaff 
poaicima ia eoafiuted oo the baaia of a fiMd iwifcar of imifeioBa «fl4 tlio 
itf^>ar of m inatruetioQal faculty. Adniiiiatrati]^ peaitiofta inr mmcmtim 
maa gaa ^ft t imtivitiea are differentiated hy tiia tfpm itt U^itatim (doefewel 
granting veraua coapr^eaaive eollegea» libaral arte i^l^Mt nnd apoc i n liwd 
inatituticma) and are haaed on a fiwd nonher plna irfditionnt poaitiona d^anding 
on the nunber of ra enr^llaanta. for the data proc«aai^ lino ium tbe Urn 
wamb%T of admniafcrat fay a f Mta i ti onf ia „baaad' on a fiMd haaa and an nddltiimal 
maber at a rate of positions per FTE atodmta* Once Cho imiber of poaitiona 
ia determijiedy the entitlement aakount iff the nunbar of poaitiona vnttipliad 
by an inatitotlonal average aalary* 

3*S Operation acMl Maiotenance Fbyaical Pla^t 

The activitiea aasociated with this ^^tegory include operationot aervlcea^ 
and maintenance relatea to gnound.^ and £acf litiea, aa mil aa the expanaea 
related to utilittea^ fire pr-^'tection, and pro^rty inatsrance. Table Jl^ 
suMBsriaea> according to approach » thi^ natb da aikl cc ponenta need by Choae 
atatea surveyed iihich^addreaaed this categoiy. Applying ths total entitl^aiMt 
approechy both the Ohio and Michigan budget fonulaa. cimaider tibe <^rati<m . 
and Mintenaiu:e of physic*.! plant n the baeia of a rate per unit* Ohio^a 
fon»la is based on projected PTE atudent enrollaent, and ^e apecific ratea 
peir atudent are differentiated by pt6%*.m area and atudent level. KichigMi'a 
'fonaula ia based on a fixed rate ($1.65) per groaa aquare footage, plua n 
fixed entitlea^at (.^223,000 plua an aiaount to offset inflation)* 
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OptMtion and lUiaUtui|c« ot Phyticml PUnt 



>^tbod of JPgH't^^*'^ ; 



Air 



t&t«l Uow tMt of Bt>il41i^ tmm 
tMal GroM Sn«m fmt 



Wmm m tiipl4y«M for 

lotitOMOt 



[ Solory «ott Towo 
tftilieioc 
ivUiiog }|aloe«iioo€o Ccicitl«o»tit 
foeoi Cttim M^tm foot 



Voobioftoii 



TOOMM«0 

ToiMMmoo 
teohiogeoo 




'i^mmtk Ihm itrntm we coQtidered mn mn alteriuitivt to the total entitle- 
4^ftijomA. . teiliiiig mlQteiuiioe»* in both the Texas end Veibitigton fonalee, 
rn hdMiem factor, or «aiiit^tiaaee ooat factor « nhiehiif a fN^rcntagii 
t^tf^Hat tbe type of huilding coaetructioa: v^^d^ ttaeoncjrvood, and iaMcmxf^ 
^it lANiHShffr or not the huilding it air-conditioned. The r^laeeMmt yaliui 
W Ite MUUIii« ia^^ea aaltiplii^ hy thia percentage to geaiMrate tSie mifi-> 
tattttee refeireMit for eadb bailding« md thoae «B0«mta are n — ii t to i^Mrate 
tte a^fntenance mtitleMi^ for the entire inatitnti^ ^ 



tinaitodial, or jMitoriaf, aervicea are alao irolnded aa a lina ite« in 
jE^ Tea^ ma4 Itaaliington foraulas. In the Teaaa foranla, the 1011111 a^iata 
loo^t^' of tibe ontaide diemia^ma of edneationak and §imnA bnUdinga ia 
wiltipliad hy a standard rate per a^oaire foot ($0*5358). «kahi«ttott^« hndgat 
fmcwtU Mat cnatodial •«nrice« rcfl«etp two dlstiae^ nmtittfi^dims Mj^ariM 
mai OMTfttioM. In tetcxtiiniiig th« Mlary ntitlMtat, tiM total ifosra faat 
8«c^ ia dividad by a standard prodoctiYity rata par FTS atatt (20,000 wq* ft.) 
to vhidt ia addad anj inatitationally joatifiad ad^titeata. tha raaoltiog 
maA»t of nott-yaar poaitiona is than aultipUAd hy a atindard aalary rata. ■ 
Tha oparaticma entitlewnt it deeervinad on the baaia oiE a atndard rata par 

■an-yaar. 

- J) 

Another line itea cottsiderSSo in the Texaa «ad -WMbfaiSton atata bm^t 

forvilaa it grounds aaintenance. The Texas fonaula naaa a ataffins standard 

^ awthod in estiaaiting this entitleoent, ehere tha raaibar of bonra r^uirad 

to aaintatn the grounds is a function of tha total liaaar pariMtar of Oia 

buildings, the tutal<nual>er of acres of lawna and Baintainad aratfs, and a 

baae tens headcount Mirollsent. The nuabar of hours ia than mltiplied by 

' an average hourly rate. The*^taf f ing atandard Mthod is alao oaed in the 

Hashingt^ foraula for estiaating the aalary caqpsonent of grou^ vaintenaaca. 

The mnber of required positions is deterained as a function of the nuaber 

acres /idiere the acrea are categorised into four typea of acreage, such 

aa Uvns.or paved areas. A standard nuaber of acres per aan-yaar by category 

ia divided into die acres to determine the nuaber of requir^ positions, to 

which ttuabers of institutionally-justified positions are added. The total 

au^r of positi<ms is then nultiplied by a standard aalary rata. The opera- 

tiona entitleaant for grounds oiaiotenance is estiaated by aultiplyiag the 

nus^Mer of acres by category by « standard rate, per category. 
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I ilttrw and TamieaaM in ^eir budget foraulee for generel mlo^i}- 
1^ eacf tl««Mit to be'a ftiaction of the total groat aquare feet 
and general apa£e, vbich it wilciplied by a apecifie rate 
foot. The approach taken by Texaa for thia category uaea two 
-P«rt of the formla ettiaatca a»e nuad>er of houra required on thff 
iagU «>f 1^ bate period FTB enrollment and the noidter of PTE e^loy«ea*'ir&ibl« 
f ji uttriewnr and dten wltipliea this by the average hourly rate. A aeem^ 
Ibefe^ i»clgjtei of the replacowot coat of tiie buildinga «a pa«t of tHe 
t«Ma^ aeiatmiaaee reqoireaent. A aininun of $106,000 fair thia category -z^^,_ 
1» iO*© atlfttUted in tif Texaa budget fofraula. 

Hk budget' ^ twlaa including utilitiea aa a diatinct like it«B,'^tlui 
ite^n iiMd by AlabaM and Tenneaaee are the total g?o«B.aqtMn feet wltiytM 
if m ayeeifie rate per a^piare foot. WaahingtoaU budget focMda puitipliM 
^ aaomt deriv^ aa ibm building aaiBtMattce entlt l — nt ty • ataadard rate — ^ 
of 10 to fstibMte the utility ■aintcaan^ «ktitleawit. 

3.9 Adjuataaata 

Altiuwigh til* budget, f orwla aay project titm reaooree re^ ira a an ta of 
an inatittttioD. the awxmt actually appropriated by Hie otate does not aeceaaarily 

—equal that need. The aaount to be appropriated ia typically deterained by 

Negotiations between the institution and the varioua atate ageaeiea, iscloding 
the legislature. LouisUna's forasila specif iea diet th» atate ahould aupport 
73X of the inatitutional needs )md baa built thia factor directly into the 
budget forwU. Michigan, while not specifying a particular •edidd. suggeata 
aeveral alternatives « 

1) The state Will guarantee a percentage of the irs SKmnt <«rived 
by the Bodel for each sector. I.e. 80X for the state colleges, 75X 
for the universities, and so on. 

2) Thm state will deduct a standard of 40X of the awunt derived by 

the ■odel for instnjc»-'»Q froB the groas movnt derived hf l&« aodel. 

3) The state will guarantee a percentage of the aa»unta derived by 
the Bodel for each of the various c«Mp<meots, i.e. Instruction - 
75X, Research - SOX, Public Service - 50%, Acadesiic Support - 75X, 
Student Services - 501. Institutional Support - 50X.' 

4) The «tate will deduct a standard aaount per ati. cot to reflect, 
tuition incooe. I ^ • 

The .pproach reflected in the fourth Michigan alternative has-been adopted 
by four of the states included in d« study: AtibsoM, Hew Mexico, ._0ltlshOM» 
and Tenneasee, and as indicated in Table 12, they have cKpaoded the approach 
beyond Che tuition adjusts«snt- A deduction i«-artso nsde for the recovery 
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;jHi^^^t M«et (itv^Mwlito » 20Z and TenMSMe - 80X). leifeiiuet ttm goymnr- 
S^mm^ilt^ dUifr thaa tiM •Ut^t are Included «• dedoctions in thm OkliiboM 
fmnlM, M Mil «• incott* fros the eelee and eerri^^e of eduear* 
Mmt MexicoU budget fomila deducte 8QX of the iaetittttioa* 
ts<m ^iveetMiite. Another deuuctioog labeled a Miateiiaiice fee de^io* 
'iim^ ieeluAad ia 1^ Temieaaee and Heif Hexico fonaslae. In boto^ tiie 

t>Baeeiaa*a alto ineludaa a standard deducticm baaed on bead co a nt emroll*' 

Bodi TMaeasM and Okl^l^^ dadoct incot^ froa sUoalla&Mttb 
Ooly lev Ifejdc6*a bud|^t fonbuU proH^ eredit ^ tlie inetitotion 
fof^ atntent adiolarriiipe and tiia aaount axpMdad for MDSL aat^ing ^mda. 





Table 12 
idjuetnanta 



P^it Co wH ia ot 
ntltion mi ttelated Feet 



iecoverf of Indirect Coita. 

« 

Coygrwwntal Serviqet 



-7 



, 8al«a and Services .o£ Educational Departasnt 

InreataenL Eaminga 
Maintenance Fee Deduction 

Intercollegiate Athletice 
Mlacellanaotta Sources 

* 

Credit Coi^onent 

Ittt d ent Sobolarirtiipe 
IDSL JMatehin^ Funda 



Stata 



Kav Maxica 
01 
Ti 



■av Mexico 
Taoaaaa^' 

OklahoM 



OklahOM 
TnaaaaM 



Rev Mexico 

Vev Mexico 
Tenneaaae 

Tenoaaaee 

Oklaboaia 
Tenneeaee 



lev Mexico 
lev Mexico 
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: Hhmc •tatM'-'M^**, Ohio, and OkUboaa — eoosider ths •docatioft^ of 
U-^tt^ l^*2kli«t« M twpmi^mtfi entities oo • foranU besia. for the wet 

jiart, tte reaeiniot eeleetcd stetes eleo eooeider the heeldi areee iadlvidoelly . 
: ittt l«Mf appropriation on apecific inatitutional juatifi«:«tiott. Michigan* a 
ti lawanrfl foadias ^roach is the k>s£ explicit in respect to InatitutiotMl 
lii^ifi^ieBt mtitlesMtt for the health professions is eqnivalcttt tSm 
. CBWfy^ tmnmt pine an Motmt fo» inflation (6.^ of die enrrent mmmti^flxm * . 
■ ogr prefraai cA«a§e». 

lOia fllahcM budget forBolea for With Inatmctioiial WMa 4iati^EdlA 
tatiwan ■edic«l ad^l funding and dental and optoaetry adioot fmdiag. Botli 
- a>» tme^ ca projected enrollaent. the aedieal M^ool iiad£i« fmiU, 1iaM««ii, 
i» baa«d oa a ataf fii« standard aethod ehere .the iwiisi of pMitlooa isi dtrlveil 
froai the entollaant and specified stadent-factUftj riitioa. Ibe maAmt of posl* 
tieetf ir; diea anltiplierBy e salary rate per poaitiea. Ae estitleaaa^ for 
the dental and optoaetry schools, on the otiier hand^ reflects a aocUbo^ aetiiod 
iriwre the enrotlasnt is aaltiplied by specific rat*a per student. «or botb 
foraalas, the entitleaefts are adjusted for tvition revenne. 

In ^ Ohio budget foraula, like the Alahsas fonaile, two we^U are 
specified, one for aedli^oe ahd one Hot dentistry, optoastry, «|d ▼eteriaary 
■sdicine. Both aodels reflect identical procetoes and ' differ 4mly vitETregard 
to the specific raves. The aodels specify rates per FTl student for the area^ 
of instruction and departisental research, acad«sic support, studmt services, 
iMtittttioMl support g and plant operation.^ the rates for all araasg axccpt 
the inatruction ar ea^ are baaed on hiatoricaX coata irtiich exelude fmda fro«-. 
federal goverment capitation grants^ ThTrite"^ FTE ardent ,in the inatroe^ 
ti«i category la coiq»riaed of thr^e factors: faculty coi^enaatioUg other ' 
departasntal coaq>ensation, and other departa«ital ^tpenses. Faculty co^»eiua- 
tio& per atudent is based on the student- faculty ratio (4.S to 1 in MdicinOg 
6e5 to 1 in the other health professions) rad the average annual salary per 
faejlty M^rg vhich is also differentiated in the two sodels. The raMiiniog 
departamtal expenaes are based on historical cost studies idiictr derive the 
avera^ coat per student. By awltiplying the derived costs per; atudent by 

the projected FTE enrollment, the entitlvnanta for fach sodel ^e obtained, 

U 

Mclahoaa's budget foraula conside:^s health-related instructional prograaa 
and librariea on the basis of fomulas; the other areaa— generi|l administra- 
tion and «penseg continuing education, organised research, and plant maintenance 



'I|||,«|tnt^»>*#ra handled m iacvearaUl budget it«M. thk iastcuctiotial 
mt0k taiUet tbm ataf fia^i ataadard aadiod taken in coajimction with r tiM 
lieil tftKOmdi diffetwitUt^ for each of the prograsa: oMsdicioe, dentiafry, • 
aitfrtai, taattii, gradnata college, and pharaacy. Faculty a^lariea, at a line 
tudi are detendiied on the haala of projected FTE ttudcats, specified stodent 
f^ltgr ratioa, mi 8alary,ratea per poaition. Other profeasioMl aalariaa 
«ra Waad oa affixed aoafcer of poaitiona, depeodeot cm t^he particular pregraa, 
aad « fixed aalary rate, while support staff salaries are based' on £he 

fMolty poaititma, apecified ataff-f acuity ratio^;, and standard aalai^ 
riitaa, •mafits are derived as a percentage (7X) ^ th« iilif iea, «^ otiiar 
iaa^^ci<mal e>pa8»«« as a percentage (12Z) of all aal«ries and bmtfita. 
U^axy antitleMHBta alao reflect, for the aost part, the ataffii^ ataadttrd i 
■etlwd and line itcsi 'iqpproaeh. Fixed ouabers of professional ad ai^pwet 
ataff aaA ataadard aalary rates are apecified. Otitor libraty aapan ae s atfi 
a ptircMta^ (12Z) of the salariea tmi benefita, and antitlaaant fojf^ 
booka, binding, md printing is 69Z of the total for salaries, benefits^ and 
other library ei^nses. - . ' ' 



4.0 D«¥elopwot and MalQteaaoc« of « Foraula Bii(lg«tixig >c«^« 



"^.Iii « stady rsccntly published by £he Center for teeeecch end D«««lnf«Nn« 
in MS^mx B^etion et Cbe Onivereiey of Celifonie et Berkelejr, Maijo^a 
(197(1) eddreeeed the proceetes involved in die evolntioa 6£ « fimade In the 
•tat* 1md(etiag proceee. His concern vas not for tiM specific c c epo — t e» j 
mdiode, or i^proaebee reflected in the dvfel^ped fvtm^Mm, but tether m 
the ^neetione of how e foneile is introifaiced to bedgee proeeea, «ad^ 
how e forwle ie modified, end wb^t factors ere involved with 4ieeolotioB 
of e budget forwle. In eddition, Meieinger ^iecoeaee die strete^ee «a4 
coonteretretegies used by the agencies and institution involved in thT^tc 
budgeting process. Three case histories: Celifemie, tllinoie, end Texee, 
(two of which, Celifomia and Illinois* have abandoMd forwla budgeting), 
eerve aa the foundation for his coniMnts and obaervationa. the following 
brief review of this work provides insight into the prdbleu eonfrottting the 
relationship of public institutions and state goveroMnt. tSe iapleanta- 
tion end usf of a budget fonoula re<|uirea not only die d3velop«ent of die 
epecific coaponent relationships but also the recognition and devel^pnent 
of the organisational structure and technological basea re({uired to sbpport 
it. — ) 
4.1 Introduction of a Budget FonsuU 

Central to the introduction of a budget fonnula to the state budget pro- 
eeet is the delineation of the sources of initial support for the concept. 
In the eatly 1950*4, state support for the developBsnt of e statewide Celifomie 
budget forwila vas derived priaarily from the executive budget office. It 
vna the D^arGaent of Finance, with the basking of state colleges, irt^ich # 
argued for a forwula based on statewide staffing standards. In Illinois, ^ 
the i^tus for the development of a budget fonmila was derived ^ro« the 

i 
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- iWiriiMl Ifil g'hi^te eqlUgt ^atMi duriog the 1960* a and ttom « rivalxy h«ti#Mft 
iw Uti^ miiwraitiea, Aaocg thii ^lic ioftitutiofui in lllinoit, the bodfit 
i^pM^ i^^i^Mi^ «M M tibHi 9echeaiM idiich would provide m ^oitehle 
tffi^fbiri^Mi iHf et#ee fuode ei»^ re&ce the political micerteisitMa tliet esdeted. 
Hitwm, tim le|;ieleture ma the predottin^it force i» the intro^tton of 
J B %9tt/A f»Hdii» with etroQS eupipori: frcei the larger iiiati^»tioiia. tegttd* 
leee.of tibe eoiaree of aupport^or the intro^tion of a budget ftmMile^ the 
b|i%et pro^we re^ree that the %(meept receiire the ai^pport of tl^'MMtituMeiM 
^j^t lilt be l^eecly affected bj the forealat the tteeuliive budget of filea^ 
tbm l^^Laleturet the atate mpa^ for hii^Mor educatim^ mod tibm iadiTldual 
Uuiti«u£iofie* Itttliout the final support of theee groi^, tim UgiHuary of 
Ite fmanla aonee^t for ^eeoorce alloeatiraa ia broui^t into ^fueetioa and 
. irfoptioft of effeetivdr iaplaaeiit^ proce^e ia Mde wre difficult* 

To facilitate the derelopMnt of support for tibe c^oc^t^ m ng^adMr 
_^ioeal frawwocfc for tibe deaign and iwpleaentat^ of tibe bpdget forwnla wat 
be well--pl«aied. Aa a partial aolution to tSiia aitaation, California, Illinoia, 
md Ti^uM ea^ uaed taafc forces or eosKittees, coaposed of rs pt eaea tatiwes 
froB th# irarious concerned conatitueiMtiea> to develop tba fomlaa* Ihese 
teak forcea encouraged participation aiMl c nun f cation aaiwg tiMi varioua 
grc^p^/^whicb aaaiated in i^ing legit ijaate tto uae of forwlaa. Furtherworey 
hawing developed a apecific fonsola^ an orgmiaational atmcture that will 
provide for the inpleaentation of die proceaa sust eidst* If the foraula 
ia Xo achieve Che objectives for lAich it was developed » the roles of each 
conatituency saiat be clearly delineated. 

finally, th4 develi^Naent of a forwuls bud|^t r^uires tiiat m adeipiate 
informtim baae be available, and the* aiechaniaais for collecting Md updating 
diia data base mat also be defined. The developaent of a fornpla neceaaitated 
tbat definitiona be developed and applied tmifomdy an^ that historical as 
well as current informstioo be obtained and mMlyaed. In the tiiree caaes 

' atodied by tfeiainger (1976), the specific parameters and conponents to be 
included in the foraula evolved froi data eleaM^nts already a pert of tk% 
^iaic«Hufcing process^ Miile the data struct tre and particular definitiona 
beccM anre unified ecross the institutions, th^i baais was alreedy findy 
rooted iHiAin the existing franawork* The prob.en is sKMre difficult when 
existing lata baaes and agreed de fin itions^nto^iot exist or a^e inconsistent 

^ acroas the sy^teai. 
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B j j Hft c n tkwt of « ft»aif tt JPom»I« 

■ - _ ^- • - — •• _, — ^. 

0M« hiviM ^trodtte^ « budf*^ forwil* into the budgeciog procett, it 
is OMMMzy to iawr« th«t the fomila can be opdeeed end oodified to reepond 
fei (ft iw tiat eoaditione. Wiile this mijfbe liaited to only die apdeti^g of 
(ihft4«^ %Me, it tfpicelljr requires aore extensive revision refttltisg tiom 
c^bMiiM ia defiaitione, the edditiim or deletion of specific eovpoamta, or 
<^am^ ilk tiM besic ^iloeopbieel preaises underlying tiie foraoie. JU ritom 
^ Ae CRpMrinaeee of Celifomie, Illinois, end Texas, diseadnntMit 
tte jriifial nd MsbeequMt foroulae by any one of thfr cooetituwictea lUifOlved 
Md preamtre froa external forces are tvo priwry factora. Xev def iaitioaa 
9i m nn at«rf«nt mtA nmm loraules to cover viditional aapMta of tism inatito- 
tioMl bndfot were aooa of die thiaga to be altered tn tiM tmxut fnaola; 
Aa ctt^latiott of accurate cost atadies and a cii«^ ia &m ti^alatara'a 
p^loaofiqr froa aa iacteMatal ^ co^vreheoaive ted^tiat eooes^ ««?a tno 
coae«na ia XUiaoia. In California, efforts, foeteed oa tiba adjaauaat of 
a factOT to give aore faculty workload credit for l^oratocsr iaatractioa, 

pro^iiM ot m diffarmtUl for gr«db«tc Bta^Sj, ^ iaettisi<m olf sUta 
i«ipfort for faculty resMrch* ^ ^ 

Again critical to the aodificatioa of • bvAg^t formla i« tte ptoHmioa 
for ma oi^uiiatiMal ttfuctura. Tbia «m om of tte mjor w^MOMt in 
tim Calitomi/ii fonmla tK«lgi»tLcg procatt, while the contiMod Mcceee of bodi 
the Xtlinoie eod Tt^s eytXtme ccnild be attributed in part to the provieio^ 
of a ieechaniM for forBuK iiodi flection org«ciiaed irouiid ar coneittea atructare^ 
The importance of thie 9tru<tur^» representing all rele:rant conatitoenciea^ 
ia that it providee for continuity and an <m*going csechaniM for the tyeteaatic 
review of the formula budgeting proceae. In addition, auch participation 
faeilitatea interinetitucional exchange of ideaa» better ccMmieation^ and 
more re^y acceptance of ai^ iPodificati<m i«^the budget ^orwla* Given the 
long^aucceae of the Teaea fonsula t^getingf4^oce«i, ita organiaatiqn ia^ 
particularly notworthy. Central to the proceee ie the Adviaory CcMdttee 
and the Coordinating Board. The Advi^kry CocHiittee» coi^aed of repreaenta- 
tivea frott the inatituticme, nafcae tecoeoiendatione to the Texas Coordinating 
Board regarding fonaila aodifications escb bienniua, Tb^se reconnsndations, 
uhich My or aay not be accepted, are cfonsidered in developing^ final budget 
t'MOMsndationa sent by the Coordinating Board to the Legislative 9u4get Board 
and the BMCutive Budget Office. Recomendstions by the Coordinating Board 
are typically incorporated into the state budget Instructions idthout modification 
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Tbm mm^M^B e€ thit m^oi^h it attribabble^ ici part to the iQeorayit partlci^ 
tiM ^ ri^TMeiltativM^froB both the Ugitltture tod executive budgii^ officee* 

MM oecMioM^ the Coordiii#tiiig Board eppointeil tpeeUl Forau|,« Stody 
SoiKLtfetM lor OMh of the eitietlnf aind proposed foraale areata nuiee fri— f ttoit 
MM eher^d to revien, eveloete, end recooMad chengee in the foraulM to 
i^MiWrf CnMlttM. 

A third ia^rtmt eooeideretioo in the aodifieeti^ of e. trndfjif fMMie > 
it tik ^onrleioa of the techfM>l<«icel data baae tequired to auoport Ui« M^if^cir 
tioa. Ibta vliy reqaire the develc^pMnt of new aunrejt iMtxfoamti^ the reAriaioci 
of «detiiig data retrieval ayateM to support both analytical stndllM aa m11' 
M f(w.«ctttal ehu^« ie the fonula. To .Mm extent, chagM ia • p«1:i«al«r 
.k4ict: foTMiU maj be liaited beceuM of the coets eeeocUced witiT tiM collM^ 
tioB «ii4 enaljele o£ new defca. 

4.3 Dieeelatioti of a fegdget Ponula 

Aa indicated in Heiaii^eT^a atody (1976), California aud XlliMia idbMdoi^ 
their atatc bodget foxKilaa early in the 1970* a, «biU Uuit in texaa rwMtin 
in effMt. Om eaaantial coq>on«Dt loading to the Texas mcceaa ii mtnifiing 
tte bndfet foraula pr c-eaa is that the state hna naMr bean confrontadUjaltib 
J ^arioM ei^oan^c sitaati<ms, as Mre t^atifomin mi Xlllnois. The jMtsi 

of the California budget fomla occurred during the i97(H71 f iacal year «hn 
the atate revenue base vas not expected to increase umT the legislative Ma . 
ttmrilling to increaae taxes* Higher educatimi vu mm arM vlMira bodget cuts 
could be applied. In the last i^iase of the California finai^ial criaia^ 
hi^er education budgets Mre reJuced and the oar of the fenula ms disMlved, 
Itt a sisilar situation, higher education in Illinois bacM^ a lover priority 
itea in the state executive officea. In addition, thia aector vas charged 
vith vaste» inef ficiency» missMnageMnt, and p^r adainis tret ion. TheM 
ehargea* concositant vith the financial condition of the state in the late 
196Cs and tbe imposition of a state incooe tax» reduced {Kibiic and legislative 
aupport for higher education. The end result « as ia California^ vas the 
reduction of the higher educatioo budget and the sosndOTMnt of tbe budget 
formila. 

Aa these caae studies illustrate, crucial to the iaipiesMntaw of a 
fonsula in the state budgeting process is maintenance of a level of trust 

a 

md confidence asKmg the state agencies and institutions involved,. The erosion 
^ of thia truat and confidence in California and Illinpis vas^ in part, attributable 

67 
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t0 tjM mdpalatimi of cht fotwlM the iMtitufclo&t to M)^^mu their 
Hqd^ML^^ ^ M ^oyc iitioti> MmipuUticm can occur either tbrougl^ legal ptocm$Mm9 
of feraula ^im^ or C^rooi^ the ttiereprejeatetioei of the hietorieel or pro- 
^(i^tmi laetitetionel dete. Cetiforaie'e budget £orwita, vhich vae beeed oa. 
eiurollMat and ttefcfi^ etes^erde^ vee abused by several iostitutiona . _ 

riebimg tha curricula irilth coorsea with vore advantageous staffing veSpti. 
Ixtaaaiira wditin^ of iaatitutimial records undertidcen by the axecutiva officea 
of dia ataca ra^raalcd critical iofractioas. These paper" audita wra then 
mtme^t.^ to dft*tha-*apot audits' iiliere auditors imild actually ba diaguisad 
aa a^idaota and att^ ^classes to not;e eorolUMOta and aK>daa t>f i«stractioii« 
Tlia foniala «aa then used not a^ a resource acquiaitioa tool^ but as an i^idit 
tradt; tiut iaatituticAS vere required to speed the funde aa allocated^ line 
itaM for line itm. Thia situatic . ^ ^la naoipulatioa oo t^e part of tlM 
isatittttioM and co&trolled audits osi ^e part of tii^a emcutiTa offi^s» erod^ 
the truat aad cocif idasM:e of the parties involved in the budget proo^aa* 

In contract, ia Teicas little fonsul^^ oanipulation has been airidmced^ 
attributable partially the strucf ^ aeaign of tl^d fonsul^a aa veil 

aa the rolaa and functiots played by ^^m state agei^ias, Bas^ on actual 
credit hours produced^ thi^ foraula do^s not eicplicitly defiiie tibe nunbar of 
instructional pocLtions r^uired, but rather allovs ti^e institution to employ 
aiqr ttudber of faculty vithin the constraints of tti^ir resources, this is 
in contrsst to the California formla where the budget formula derived the 
mmb€t of required faculty and the ins titt^t ions %Nire held accountible for 
the derived nuaber* In addition^ a^faainistrative poaiti<ms are not funded 
mi \ reault of credit hour productions* and the incentive to ittclude faculty 
in aduniitrative positions to enlarge the appropriatinna present in the 
California forvula is n'mexistant in the Texas approach. The penalty for 
misrepresentation of institutional data is a reduced appropriation for the 
a fiscal period. Another factor in the foroula manipulation prc^lets is 
the latitude provided for additional funding* In texaSj» Inatitutiona ssy 
rcquaai and« upcn justification^ be allocated funds beyond that resulting 
from the fonnuls. Finally, contingency fundi are available if insritutiona 
have legitimate additional fiscal requlr^^nis* particularly for periods of 
uocapected gro^h. 

A third characteristi*^. o£ thn diss Nation of the budget formula in 1^th 
Califomi'^ and Illinois was thv breskdiown in iht interorganirational J^ioe^ 
of compunication. The -apswnica turn avstets eithai closed down coi^letely 



w flov ol e<MM«mic«tiof| tioi-directioiuit. Although Che budget fovwute 
, VM^ta ligvt fmu^timed ^o^u to reduce the political uo^rtaintiee, vith the 

btealUUMi in eoMmicattoa the foroaila becaae the vehicle for the retoim of 
/ hii^ly political budget itiegotiationa* 

€knmterttrategie< la the Budget Foraula ?roceas 



The budget pro^i^aa revol^rea arouod ch^ aubmiaaioo of inatitutionel 
queai.. tor fttfkiiig» the revieW ot thoae requeata by atate agenciea and the 
legialative co«aitteea» aod the ap>ropriatioo of funda by the legialatsire* 
'the role of the inatitHtion ii|^thia proceaa ia typically focuie^ ira W^ 
tion of ita ftti^ing le^l, ai>d^at of: -th# ftete^ eg eiiciea» and the legialatttre 
on ita redact ios. Aa a'^reaaU^ the ioatitiitiooa a^tSpT^to develop atret^iea 
to ensure auutimal funding. Aa Meiaiuget (1976» p. 124) deacrlbea theae atirategiea 
rejyititre to the fonula budgeting proceaa » thi^ inc^deri 1) the estpsftaion 
of cofirae of faring^ end new prc^raaa^Jt) padding. 3) forwla Mnipulation, 
4) fonmila *€nrict»ant, or S) acquiaition of external funda. At the atate 
level » atate ^agenciea and the legialature alao develop atrategiea jmd counter- 
atrategiea to reattict budget groirth* Theae activities include: 1) funding 
delay. 2) neur progcaa control, 3) reallocation tergeta^ 4) baae-nreduction 
targeta, 5) budget ceilings, 6) productivity »educti<ma» 7) sanagettent mdita» 
«) reduced toterancea on enroUoient projections, or 9) introduction a oev 
,fonBula» 

To a significant degree, the use of auch strategies on both aidea effecta 
and determines the degree of mtual trust and confidence that the major participanta 
have in the budgeting system. The cooperative desi^ of the foraula ia critical 
ih ensuiing that shared trust and confidence, rather than miatruat and diailluaion- 
wnt*^ sac-* the impl^B^ntarioo of a fonmila budget ayatem. 
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5.0 lECOIfliEliQATIONS FOR A CO»»ONtfEALTR OF PEHHSYLVANIA B8DGET FORMDU 

ir - 

If th« CoMranMlth of Petmsylvaaia and the public iiutitutions of pOBt^ 
MC<rii4«i7 «4!uc«i:ioD» iQcluding the Bt^tm-omed^ state-related, and c o e ninf ty 
collei^ aectora» are to pursue the d^velcpwiat mad i«pl«WAtatiofi of a atAt^ 
Imdget fonaula, aeveral factors «uBt be addressed. Hk: establishneiit of a 
budget fot^la requires aa otgaoisational atructure w^ich identifies the roles 
,aiid respoasibilities of ludividual^* iostitutions^ mod agencies «bo vill par- 
ticipate in the developaent of the forossla. tesponsibility for the specif lea* 
tioct of the design of the budget foraula Hould be assigned to this organisatiMal 
structure. ltBq>lenentation of a budget f^rvila once developed also requires 
the developaent of a systematic process that carefully address ts ^e role 
and responsibility of all participating agencies and provides for the interface 
of the budget foriaula and the budget process. The purpo-^e of diis section 
is to present discussions and re\:oanendations relative to these concerns. 

5.! Organifistion for Developing a Cooaonvealth Budget Foroula 

Overall the integration of a state budj^et fonaula into the ongoing budget 
process is a difficult problem. As shovn by the three case atudies discussed 
in Section 4, the utilization of a cask force or cooaiittee organisational 
atructure as the siedium for the development phase appears to be the »ost 
successful* By including representatives fro© the institutions^ the state 
coordinating board for higher education^ a i the executive and legislative 
branches of tae state go/erfment» the task force isparts to the budget foroula 
developsttnt process a degree of legitimacy. Representation by these critical 
cooatituencies will maxitsize tbe potential for uncovering inadequacies at 
this phase rather than at the tiise of impleatntation. In addition to a working 
task force* it is isaperative that professional staff support personnel be 



ytovi4«4 to eonduet tli* nccesMry work of ^lleeciog th« required data, eoor 
fto calavant cost ttudiat, deriving the fomula weight! , and teating 
ti»» varioo (onMilaa for adeouacy nnd equity. 

5.2 geeoMMindation* for the Deai^ of a CooBWowealth Budget Porwla 

The deaign and itructure of a budget foroula it critical to ita viability 
aa part of ttM budget process. The fotlsbla bus e be botii equitable and tAtq^trnft 
otitarwise, its legitiwaby will be brought into qaestion hy Insti^ioos dMV 
aelves. In i^ition, the fomuls oust reflect the political mlieu ift i*ich 
it will 6mction In order to reduce political uncertaintia'i and waaura accooiit- 
aliilliy. — IHa builder s of the forwu la aust recogaiM that cH« leannar la »*ich 
specific functional categorie* are addressed may increasa tilie political un- 
certainties rathar dian reduce th«a. For exaaqtle, dta incorporation of faculty 
salaries as a separate line ittm opens the salary rate per ^faculty sMi^er 
as a potffiatially negotiable ite». In the design of a budget focwtla, tJioaa 
areas "ubject to negotiation sod the political process moat be earafully raeordad 
Another consideration is the availability of the data r^ired to support 
the farmula. Unless a statewide data base exists »*ich has the data alamants 
r e q uir ed or ^the procedures deaigned to collect the information, thm budget 
foraut« vill not fuoction regardless how li^ell detigned nd sttititiire td dimge 
it Accouotability will also be jeopardised by en inadequste state-wide 
data base* 

Balstead (1974, pp. 663-4} suggests several criteria for judging the 
c{ttatity and effect iv ne8*s of state budg^forwilas. The developed budget 
fonmtla wst er .**^it vslidii wst accurately estimate die budget require- 
ments of the institutims. Otherwise, gross def icienciea* surplusesg and 
il^quities «ay be perpetuated. COTparlsons of actual budget patterns with 
for^\a estiaates. oust be continual ^ made to insure the legitiisacy of the 
foraula* Qua; titative definitions Ql the fact6rs included ^n the forwula 
ssj^st be developed. These factors should be expressed, to the extent possiblep 
in wasuraole, potentially countable tervs.' /here judgssent is required, such 
as the devel(^>osnt of weights, decisions should be based on e^>irical evidence. 
Fomlas to be effective also irnist be sensitive to chanfie in the demand for 
services and areas of growth. This criteritm of tec requires that the foraulao 
be rather coa^lex,* which may reduce their understandability* Closely related 
to the criterion of sensitivity, adaptability of the fonaulajo. the unique 
missions and goals of the institutions oust be considered, but not to the 
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tilt eo— militigt o€ the institutions are obscured. Stenderdise*^ 
et OA-definiwione end lornule factors trill feeilitete* the process of 
; ^ iMii Gkift of 1^og1^w ttd institutions^ both viUiin the state and vitfa otht^ 

et;i^M# 7inally« the budget fonailas wist be understandable to the users* 

- 

tlaj^lieitj is the lu^^^but not to the exclusion of the fomla's sensitivity 
to chMttt adaptability, and validity* 

The recoMDsndations for the design of a budget fotnula for the Cwon ^ 
tieelth #111 atteapt to address these concerias. Por the aost part, the recysndsr- 
tiona reflect a total entitlement approach . Thia approach, while soaeidiat) 
lli^^ the fonRila^s aettsitivify to^^enge, provides imileratandiA^ end 
^alid presM^atixm of ^e. factors im olved in die estimtion of an inatite*- 
tim'jt fiiumcial re^uireaents. In addition, the i.-erowsinditioas eaphasfae 
t3to iwfcload listhod , lAiich a realistic potential for reducing ^le^ political 
^negotiations arising froa the^us^ of a budget foraula* Satlier than oplieitly 
delineating the required nuaber of positions and salary rates, such faetora 
as salaries and operating expenses are ioplicit within e deterwined rete. ^ 
The voridoad M^od is also nore sensitive to change and adiqptive to new cimdi-* 
tiotts than is the percentage base sethod* * The reccaaMtdations which follow 
aife in^eiMied to serve as a basis for discussi<ms and do not represent a coapre- 
henaive or detailed analysis of the probl^u associated with the development 
of a budget foraula. 

^ "teiubnendation 1 . 

Separate budget fonaulaa should be developed for the state^owned. state- 
related, and coMMinity college sectors . Given tBte distinclfive nissioos of 
these three secturs, as reiterated in the 1971 Master Plan, no single i^oraula 
could accurately and equitably address their reapective reaource reqnlre*ehts. 
The C<Mnonwealth, unlilce other states, has developed for certain wajor cooqibnenta 
of the systea the concept of "state-relatedness" which differs froa the usual 
atatus of asjor universities in the public sector* Therefore, the developaent 
of three ^arallel, but differing, fonoulas for threa sectors is required, 
given this unique structure. 

lecoaaendation 2 > 

Separate fonoulas should be -developi ^'or the health related, professional 
areaa of a»dicine, dentistry, and veterinary aedicine . theae profeasional 
areaSf because of the unique nature of instruction involved, represent a 

* 
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w§t»UiiM»i Mt of eoadieioM thmt require fche developwnt of forwtlM repro- 
MOfMtt^ Mix epeeifie ae^. The nature of the coete eeeocieted with such 
ctMt «tfiur •ifoiaeeatlj fro« the other institutional area* an'&, theref<tfe, 
Mfttix* a 4iff«raAt fomla. 

lecii— milatloa 3 . 

Stwidagd dafiaitiona for the aaior functional categoriea ahouid be eatahXiahod. 
and fha fowila ■ethodolwnr^ould be c<m»i»tent acroaa ttie three aaetora . 
Vhite having thiree eeparate htideWii rfiyrt**- ^ . r,< ^« . g rttr de e ! of flm r ^fc^Hty 
and addraaaaa to aoa^ extent the cwieem for validity, the co^rability o£ 
dafiaitiona and geaMral aethodQlogy of the forwlas wst be inaured to ananre 
m^ty aad ae^ovn^tbility. 

4. 



Tli€ jmd»t fon iUs for each sector rtiould addre— the femctwMil cat^tori— 
of iiutractioti, reseerch. iHibli e •cnrice. ecedeBic «>»art, lihrerieee •ttideot 
eenricee. inttitatioael •mw>rt> end operetioa nd —^iteneitee of the phyicel 
£last. thiderlyiiig this recoaModetion is the esMqitioii diet the etete rec<^itieee 
instructioiiy research, end public service as iaportant activities for tibe 
benefit of the Cowmvealth and that' specific sopport activitiee are a natural 
result of engaging in these aajor aissions. Also, it is assunsd that the 
state desires to support such activities. Because of the differing aicsions 
of the three sectors, however, not all of these categories will necessarily 
be of the saae iaf>ortance nor included in each formla (i^.g. cownity colleges 
irould nonsally not receive funds for research). 

(a) The budget f omuls for instruction should be based on the total 
entitlement approach and a vorkload method based on projected student credit 
hour pp>duction and specific rates per ctedit hour. To increase the sensitivity 
of the budget formulas, standard instructional program^ areas (e.g. education, 
engineering, humanities, etc.) and program levels (e.g. lower^level undergraduate »^ 
upper-level undergraduate, giaduate I, graduate II, etc.) should be differ- 
entiated, and specific rates for each program area and level should be determined. 
The rates per student credit hour should be developed from historic cost studies 
by sector and should incorporate the direct costs of instruction: faculty 
and staff salaries, fringe benefits, and other departmental operating expenses. 
These rates should be adjusted annually to incorporate inflation increases 
in these costs. 
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(b) ftmdp the support of resegrch activicios nhould bo allocated 
M en e pOTOMtege of each institution's externel sponsored funding relative 

to tiie etetevide total* This proposal is sioiilar to that used in lemiessee 

* 

nhM^ tMeral research' funds » other than for specific project grants and 
eoiM^ttetSy mtfi eet aside and distributed on the basis of each institution's 
ability to generate external funding. Research conducted at the C€nonv3alth*s 
poetaecoodary educational institutions provides benefits » to the state and 
aoeiety and the institutions should be given incentives to increase their 
forte to obtain external funding for research. Excluded liould be funds 
provided by the federal giaver^pssnt through the state under land^grant l^isla- 
tion to the Pennsylvania State University. In addition, tha^ atat e shou ld 



channel funds to support specific research projects of hi|^ value to the etate 
to the approptiate agencies of state govennesnt for allocation to both public 
and private universities on the basis of coapetitive proposals, 

^ ^ (c) Public service activities should be sujfported as a percentage of 

the instruction entitlenent, vhere that percentage is derived fros historic 
stadies by sector. While the percentage aethod is generally , not preferred , 

^ becauee^'ofthe a8Suflq>tion8 underlying its use, the difficulty in developing 
a reliable and valid aeasure of public service, such as the c<mtinuing educe* 
tion unit, haadcount enrollment, or the contact hour, precludes alternative 
Mthods at this time. Until such an indicator is developed, hovever, the 
percentage pethod appears to be the most feasible alternative. 

(d) Academe support should be based on a workload aethod, uhere pro- 
jected student credit hour production is differentiated by level and aultiplied 
by historic rates per credit hour, adjusted for inflation. The underlying 
assuaption is that academic support activities (e«g. acadeaic administration, 
auseuoM and galleries, nedia and technology, and separitely budgeted cqurse 
and curriculum development) are related to student credit hour production 

and^ that the costs differ by instructional lerel. Headcount enrollment may 
be^ another factor associated with this functional category, and its use in 
the foraula also should be investigated. 

(e) Support for libraries should reflect two line items: general librarj^ 
support and library mcinte ince. Ceneral support for library expenses should 

be calculated on the basis of projected headcount enrollment, by level, multiplied 
by an historically-d4:f ined rate per student, adjusted for inflation. Enroll- 
ment should be weighted by student level to reflect the differential effects 
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^ library ej^toset. The Miatenaoce coaqMoent of the library forault 

Amli take iato account the nuober of voIums and an historic rate per volum, 

"adjoAted inflation. - . 

\ ' 
<f) Support for student •ervices should be calculated as a aixed cost 

co^o&ut using a uorkload ntsthod based on projected headcount enrollment, 
differentiated hj level, mltiplied by standard historic rates per student, 

inflation, ^ince student service activities include the a^siaaione'^ ' 
ff!*W offices, a fixed aapunt should be provided for those coeipoowta 
a Variable aiiMint should be included contingent on the headcount enrall-* 
^|^t« Student services are provided regardless of vhether the student is 
full*tiae or part-tii^; t^d, therefore, headcount «srollttsnt is^he MSt reaaonable 
index of costs* ^ 

entitle^nt for institutional support should incorporate a fixed 
level of supp5rr.^TO-s^-v«yinMft rnmprmnnr i ■ly^iletvil fry ^ im-Mnatl mthod 
sensitised^ for each subordinate activity on the projected FIB faculty>4fIB 
staff, or student credit hour production, miltiplied by specific rates per\ 
unit derived from historic cost studies, adjusted for inflation. Many of \ 
tt costs associi^ted jirith thfe central nanageasnt, planning, fiscal operations, 
e^»loyee and peroonnel records, and so on are fixed regardless df chanseT~^ 
in other variables. The variable factors of FTE faculty, FTE staff and credit 
hour production, however, provide indices of institutional complexity, an 
i^>ortant factor in institutional support expenses* 

.(h) .The formula for the operation and miintenance of the physical plant 
should reflect Ae line iteas of custodial services, grounds maintenance, 
building repair and taintenance, and utilities. Each line item, with the 
exception of building repair and maintenance, should be calculated by the 
vorfcload method, on the basis of gross square footage, acreage, or cubic feet 
of space, vhere the rates per unit are historically derived and adjusted for 
inflation. Most institutions in recent years have deferred substantial repair/ 
and maintenance of buildings, developing thereby a significant backlog of 
maintenance projects. Historic cost studies, therefore, are likely to unde.^ 
value this component. To ensure a reasonable level of funding for building 
repair and maintenance, support for this element should be calculated by the 
workload method on the basis of gross square footage of each building, sensitised 
as to the age^ condition, type, and structure of each building. Rates should 
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im mt^km besia of sound judgnenC by profess ioaaily qualified persma - 

«r ki^jtorie CMt data draim froo indue try. By distiliciii^kii^ aaong these 
'i^le^iteeMg tiie differential influence of inflation on eaeh can be «ore readily 
iUiMNifp<irate4« 

Vhere the particular fonwla derived entitleaeat ^ are based on pro-* 
j^tmi^^tdt9^'^h^l^^ heeiacount enrollisant» FTE enrollment) > a correction 

ftetw' rtmuM t)i|i«iqK^|i\r^o adjust for over- or under-esLiaktea of iK>Iuaie 
i*ieh exceed ^Z. 

lecos— ndsti<m 5 » ^ 

An adjuafent to the total foraala-derived entitlement should be aade 
for the projected tuition. income of each institution . Tuition income » ehich 
ia a function of enrollment 9 is the other major source of revemie for inati* 
tutimal support and legitimately should be used to adjust state .funding ^o 
meet the institutional resource requirements derived from the formula. Other 
aourcea of incosie» ho«9ever» such as endo«ment- income, gifta, and governmental 
granta and contracts should not be debited againat the projected resource ^ 
requirements. State policy should encourage efforts by institutions to generate 
such Oiftaide support to i^>rove quality and to fund programs that the state 
ehould not be expected to fund. Income from such sources , therefor » should 
be allowed as credTtV ahdnreinforcemeftt-to-the. institution. Any effort by 
the state to deduct such funds from state support will result in the drying 
up of such sources of support « 

5.3 Implementation of the Budget Formula 

Once a budget formula has been designed and developed, procedures must 

f 

be developed to iaplement and maintain this budget mechanism. The relation- 
ships among the various state agencies and institutions and the responsibilities 
of each must be formally defined* In addition, the interface of the current 
budget process with that required by the new formula muat be carefully aasessed, 
ai^ procedures formulated to manage the transition to the new aystem. These 
are often the moit difficult aapects of formula budgeting, since decisions 
in theie areas impact directly on power relationships and may require sharp 
changes in attitudes, philosophies, and nersonnel. Because «>f these cosq>lexities 
the ^rpose here is not to present re *ndations for these aspects of the 
budget formula but rather to rai cions which must be addressed in arriving 

at acceptable policieV^nd procedu. , 



^^Ete ii^»t«Hat#t^^^ of a budget formula, since it it baeed on quantitative 
infor«atloQg requires that an agency be identified which will be responsible 
for eolUctiag , editing* verifying, and analyzing the data required aa input 
to tiM;fdrattla. Differences in interpretation of the rules and definitions 
float be authoritatively resolved. In addition, the assumptions underlying 
the formlas nust be tested and verified regularly. When necessary, foraula 

revisions and modifications to definitions, rates, weightings, and scTon aust 

be tested and iaq>leoented. Who should be responsible for these aspects of 

the budget process? What should be its structure and authority? How should 

this ^ency or agencies interface with the institutions and with the other 

state agenciea? How should the roles of the existing constituencies be incorporated 

into the budget process? >kll these questions must be explicitly answered 

if the formula is to be successful beyond the developsent jdiase. 

Regardless of the specific design and structure of the budget formula 
and of the organizational and policy framework for iiq>lementing the budget 
formula process, all concerned must recognize that the formula represents 
an estimate — an approximation — of, the institutional financial needs. When 
these recommendations are presented to the legislature, actual appropriationa 
may not result in full fonmiia funding due to constraints on total resources 
available to the state or the priorities established by the legislature among 
state programs. Thus, the estimates provided by a budget formula will not 
necessarily guarantee a level of funding adequate to meet all realistic insti- 
tutional needs. A budget formula it is by no means a panacea for the financial 
problems fjiced by public institutions in Pennsylvania. And, if experience 
in other states is instructive, the possibility always exitfts that the formula 
approach may be abused and used as a means to punish educational institutions 
for real or imagined deftcxencies in performance. Despite these limitations, 
however, a properly developed and maintained budget formula can help state 
agencies and institutions define their basic resource requirements, facilitate 
rational decision-making, and help insure that institutions will be treated 
equitably in the allocation of public funds. 
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Washington C<Hftncil for Postsecondary Education. Summary of recommenditLi.ons 
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tion of existing^ormulas — Instruction. October, 1976(b). 
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Alabaiaa 

SuflBary of State Budget Fomila (FY 1977-78) 

Central to the Alabasa budget formula is the developoent of tb^ liupttvc- 
tloaftl^and departaental research entitleseot which, la the formula for four-^MT 
coll^M and unlyersitlea, is reflected ixi a rate per credit hour. Tfaia nta, 
tha taatructlonal complexity fector» is derl^^ed by trnkLng the actual avarmga 
faculty aalaxy across Alaba&lati institutions for a given f«a^ JP^roJactiqg its 
rata for the ifesirad tnidget period vitb a projected inflationary factor, 'hm 
projected aalary rate is then divided by a stipu^^ted faculty crecUt hour v(nrk- 
loadt such as 570 credi^ hours per faculty neaber. This value then r^raaenta 
the average projected rate per credit hour required to support faculty aalariea* 
To this rate is added a rate per credit hour ^for dei^rtoental operating expessea^ 
preauaahly based on historical data. To the sua of tbes^ tvo ratoa is added a 
percentage factor for Derit and pro»otloo Increases, such as 3X, and this |lnal 
result Is the instructional complexity factor, a projected rate per credit hour 
which ahould fund Instructional and depart««ital research activittea. Credit 
hours, delineated by various discipline areas f^r three levels of instructi^^n, 
are then weighted to incorporate the dlffer^tial costs of disciplines «id In- 
structional levels. The instructional coapiexlty factor is then multiplied hy 
projected weighted credit hears to derive the instrttctional and departmental 
research entitlement. 

Specified as percentages of the instructional and departa«it3l research 
entitlment, .the Alabama budget formula also addresses the catep,orles of re- 
aearch (2Z), public service (27,), and academic support, exclusive of libraries 
(5X). Support for libraries is estimated on the basis of projected credit hours 
differentiated by level and multipli^ by specific' rates for each level. The 
entitlement for general administration and student services is basH on bead- 
count enrollment, but it is determined by rates which are differentiated by 
capacity levels. The rate per student, for example, for the first 1,000 student 
is $160.00, while that for each student above 8,000 Is $91.43. To estimate the 
entitlemmt for the operation and maintenance of the physical plant, t!« gross 
square footage for educational and general space is mul*^ plied by a standard 



9wr aqutn foot« $i*58« .^^mt for utilities is also bii&ed on the 

fmM •qikrt footage, hut the r^ce is hisiorically ieriv4&d snd adjusted for 
-iMiUkUxmi, iMtltutioiial airport is darivad as 21 of nwm of preceding Ittm 
w^uij^ for tte utllltlaa catejjiory, The>udget foraaila also provides for a 
t^tiofi attlitplied hy the projected credit hour production*' The Alabama Coai- 
Mtaloii «t Bis^ Ed;i^tion*s budget recomendations for 4-year coll^ea and 
ttdi'veraitlaa are deriv»;id hy aaai&icg the etitltl^iMsnts for tbe categories of 
laatrticticm tlhroia^ i&atltutlonal support a»d sul>taictlnft the tuitiO!» «dJiia^Mmt» 

Fikidii^ for t^he-^achools of ^diciae, dentistfyy atid optOMtry are adt^nrtWiT**^ 
aeparatal/ofi tbe banis of foraulas* For tU'wdlcal schoola, projected enroll- 



i%m for each scbool are divided by specified studmt-f acuity ratioat aiK^ aa 
3tlt to itotirKliie the nui^r of required positioaa. The ttuid>er o^ poaitloiia 
ia tb«i sultlpXled by 9 statewide salary rate per posltioo* IhmA i ' i^T tbe 
dsaoital and optometry schools is based oo projected eurollaimta^atid JEIstdrl-- 
adt^ ;j^rlved rate of total support per student. The ilaal fuodlng recoaBsnda- 
tiotts for these health ^ rofes^ional schools are de«loped fr<m these factota 
with adjuatMots being msde for rev^oes. 
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M>tti«»tlc» ' ^i^ant^tifltt (foe Colleges fc^d Uoiversltles) 

1. 'toftroctlwa' and Departawjtal Res«atch 
' .' «. Darive the Inscructi<»al Coaponeac KultipUer. 



i\ statcartd* | 



[Projected j 
!^ac.tor J 



PStipulAted 



j Xor fterlt an 



fsclpuUted 
^ j Credit Hout 
j Pro<iactl<Ki 

Pins t ructiaaal 



attX^lAted rata 
ciradlt hour 
f<^depagfaiiMl, 
ofkaratliig 



Vidgbft the projected credit btmrs by dlsclplli^ and level. 
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taatsMTitta 

i. ?lM Arcs 

7. Bom Ecoimicft 
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15. X»t«94i^i|^llft»ty 
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* 10.33 , 



AKmnt for 
c. Instruction 

and Departmental 
Itesearch 



Cosrponcnt 





Projected 


X 


Weighted 


J 


Credit Hours 




^Produced 



2, Acadeaic Support 

5Z of aaount for instruction and departmental res-^arch 

3. Raaearch * 

of amount for Instruction and departmental research 
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Public Service 

2Z of OMunt for instrucclon and departmental research 



t 9* 



\ 



Library ^ 
Stif^rt 

vbare rates are: 



[if^rojected Unweighted! pRate per tto- 1 
Credit Hours I x] wei^ted Credit T 

by StiMient Level J {^BoM'by Student LevelJ 



^ Itudergraduate $ 2*66 
Graduate I 5.3A 
Graduate II 22«84 
14.10 
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General AdBinistratioo and Sti^ent Services 



( 



, pall Term 1 [Speiified "I 

Evtitleoent « } Headcount j X Rate by | , 
LEnrollaentJ [capacity .J 



vheT%-rate by capacity is: 



Eorollnent 



Rate 



First 1,000 
Second 1,000 
Next 2,000^ 
Next 4,000 

Above 8,000 



$160*00 
136.00 
124.05 
101.49 

^ 91.43 



'7. Operation and Maintenance of Physical Plant 



Maintenance 



roross Footage 

Educational 
^General Space 



e for I 
and \ 
el J 



l$l-58] 



Excludes all space associated with auxiliary enterprises? . 



B. Institutional Support'^ 

2Z of the sum ot items 1 -.hrough 7 
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[bross Square Footage 
for Educational and 
General Space^ 



Y [Rate per 1 [Projactedl 
* Lsquare Foot J Inflatioa 

LJactor J 



Excludes all space associated with auxiliary enterprises^ 



10. Adjus 



[Average Rate perl rProJ acted Dn- 1 

Credit Collected 1 X I weighted Credltj 
from Tuition J Lbout Productlon| 

The A1 fV«»* Cooadsslon cm Higher Education recovBcndatlons for 4-year 
colleges and universities are then derived by suHing forsmla Itcw 1 
thro^ 9 and subtraotlng the tuition aujustaent. 
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liiaqM^tt^ *^ itopr^a entatlon (Health Instructional Programs) 
1. , MKdical Schools 



Itedlcal Sd >ol 
FundlAg 



Projected ^ 
Enrollment * 



Specified 
Student 
Faculty 
Batio 



Specified 
Salary 
Rate per 
Position 



riultion 
I Bevemie 
LAdJustmaat 



Separate student-faculty ratios are specified by Institutionr^vtile^he 
salary rate is constant for all institutions. 



2«^^;jDental and Optometry Schools 



Dei^tml and 
Cytometry 
School 
Funding 



[Projected 
Enrollment 



Specified Eate 1 
Suppqrt per j 
Type of StudntJ 



[levcnue | 
AdJuatmentaJ 



The specified rate of support per dental student and per optcmtric studmt 
reflects faculty salaries » support salaries* and all dther operating ex- 
penses. In addition, a pro rata adjustmrat for addltiona). clinic and 
s^port costs was Included for specific dental schools* 
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Louisiana^ 

Susmary of State Budget Fornmia (FY 1977-78) 

Dascrlptlcm 

Thft Louisiana budget foraula, based on credit hour produittlon, presents 
a base factor chart which specifies the rates per credit hour. These ratea ere 
developed fros hlatorical data on faculty salaries, full tine equiTaleat studeAts 
ead atudeat-facttlty ratios and are delineated by major program areas and five 
?^els. The entitlement recommeodatioo for the forthcoadi^s fiecal year la de** 
riired by multiplying the actual number of credit hoiura by program area and 
level for the base year period with tlie appropriate value from the baaa factor 
chart. The reault is the salary base for inatructim end re^ tted actlvitlM* 
To incorporate additional aspects of fiaal stq^port, tw guidefinM are pre- 
sented. The first factor sp^ifies that the state should support 73Z of the 
totsl educational and general financial needs of higher educstion InatltutlonSt 
and aecondt faculty salar should reflect 66Z «f the ^q;»«ditures for instruc- 
tion and related activities. Following the^alg^raic manipulation of theaa 
factors, the state appropriation is determined by multiplying thm salary baaa 
by 67.65Z and adding the reault to the smlary base. If the institution is e 
amell (fall PTE enrollmrat of 1,500 or less), 2-year' Inatitutlon, additional 
support is provided so that the percentage rate becomes 78.92Z. 

Broad guidelines for the allocation of the state appropriation across 
functional categories are also provided. £xpeiulltures related to inatrucfiont 
research, pd>llc service, and acad^c support (excluding library expenditures) 
•hoMld reflect 68Z of the budget; libraries. 5Z; student servlces.^^lnstltut^onsl 
support, and scholarships and £ello*rahlp8, 15Z; sod operatioo Mid nalnte^iMce 
of plant, 12Z. 
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SttffiMlM the 8alaty base. 



^ - ^ fBue Period Credit 1 , fleee Factor Chert 1 
" Ifi^n ^ Program & LevelJ * lUete hy Frograa « Imy 
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2.* State Rccoimendatlon » Salary Base + 0»6265 (Salary Base) 

For aaall (fall FTE eiiroll«ot 1,500 or Ims), 
2-ycar institutions: 

State Recommeadatlon • Salary Btse 4 0.7892 (Salary Base) 
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Michigan , 
SuHMry of State Bud&et Fomula (Proposed) 



Althouth the Michigan fomuU. haie teot yet been iiaplcMented, It provld«» 
« nmmAi^ totlque approech to the developaenfc of a budget foxaula. The eManelAl 
phUosafhy Is one where the total resource requir^nta of the inatittitSott «?• 
••tisated for each of the areas of Instruction, research, public senrice, acadflilc 
•Import, atudeo^t aervlcea, and institutional stfl>port. The tot*l Mtlaate to- 
clttdM not only forwila derived estiaates but also non-for«iU eatiactM for * 
grants and prt^xte changea. Proa the tot«l bttdget Wtlnata, ttrtaln anootta 
an to b^ deducted, although the specific nethodology la not atlpulae^. In- 
it^ fofe alternatl»ea fot^detemlolng tUe aiste'a share of the total Inatltn- 
tionalJbaad are present^: . 
1 1) provide a perc«}tage of total derived estlaate each eector» 
/ i.e. 801 for the atate coUegea, 75% for the etste unlv«raitlea; 
2) deduct a stsndaxd 40X of the estlnate for Instruction of each 
inatitutioni 

3> provide a fractlo^jaliJEed percentage of t^ 4<rr'ved catiaate for 
each comwnent, i.e. Instruction— 75X; acade^ aupport— 75X, 
reseacch^SOt, and so on; 
4) deduct a itandard tuiUon aaount per student fro* t^ total de- 
' rived eatlnate. The estiiiate of the state* a appropriation U, 

thua, the total derived estlaate of 'each institution^ resource 
requirements ninus the adjustKnta. 
To derive the eattaete for instruction, several line lt«8 are developed. 
^ flret Hue Iten, instruction base coaponsation Investnent, is composed of 
a faculty Investneot and a aUff Investsenr. Give^ prj^ected nunbers of credit 
hours and average cr«4it loadfi_per faculty nenbsr^y progran and level, an 
* ImNited nusfcer of faculty la derived. Thla nu«Aet of faculty is then ■altipUed 
by an average, peer group salary rate to develop the faculty inveatmnt. The 
ntiri>er of required staff Is derived froa a staff/faculty ratio pf 1 to 4. and 
the ataff lovestiMmt Is detemined by aultiplying the resulting number of 
positions by a salary rate of $13,000. As a second line ite« for instruction. 
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tte isvMtamt for «t|pplie8» aaterlalst «nd equlpatot Is a percentagf of the 
inrtmetlM bMe cdapensatioo iovestwnt dlf fereotlaced by program %x^. The 
IotimIa for Instru ction also Includes a rortectioi line itenforthe ba^e ye«r*e 
»eredit hour proJectloD* The audited credit hours for the base period a^ 
dlidded by the project^ credit hfrurs for that period^ and this percentage 
is tbea multiplied Sy the base year invest^bit for coiq^eiisatlOR aad for 
supplies, materialSy aad equipment. To provide for credit hour ^ovth^ vbere 
appllcable> a rate per base year is d«srived by dividing tte sum of the cwyaaa^ 
tion; sivpllest materials » and equiimmit; and the credit hour comctloii isVMt^ 
Miita by the audited credit hours for the base period*/ This rate Is then moU^lied 
by the auditor *s estimate of credit hour increase for the projected yesr* A 
fifth fa«:tor to be considered in the instruction component is an institutional 
^mplexlty investment; wUcb attempts to ac c oMo da te dlfferii^ Instntetlonal 
roles and mlaalons of the institutions. Finally* grants for e«tulpm^»lt ^and pro- 
grss development ccM^>rlee the sixth element » me4 this is noa«formula derived* 
T|M rUstltutional InetrwtionaL needs is estimated aa the atai of these six 
elements* ' 

Academic support activities are reflected In two inveatment line Itemat 
a base element and program development. The base for academic aupport is d^ 
ri\ed as 25.5Z of the Icmtructlon investment. Program dwel<qNMmt i« baaed on 
non*foroiila grants for the lnf>rovement of tl^ library base^ for equlpamt, and 
for special projects. 

Two of the elements of the research component are formula derived. The 
research base is determined by taking 2Z of the FTE faculfy supported by atate 
general, funds for the base period and multiplying this number of positions by 
the statewide average faculty compensation. Research capacity la defined aa 
15Z of the c^n-gen^ral fund research expenditures, excluding state*funded re- 
search institutes. The Investment for th# research institutes amounts to 6.5% 
of the baa^ period expenc'lturei^ for the institutes plus funds for program 
changes. Grants for special projects and for projected grant changes sre the 
noD-formuia derived eleaente cf the investment for program development. The 
sum of these four items is the research investment. 
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Public i«rricet although c«aiprl8cd of a variety of eleaantSp la prlaarUy 
liiMd on tba omMauiog educatloo inveatment and the broadcast InveatMot* Th&* 
^Otttloitlns adiicatioa Inveatvant is determined by deriving a base^paclod oost 
par o^it bcmr, where the costs are based on the acades^c support ejcp^itares» 
and by aultiplylng the per credit tour rate vith the msiber of participant con- 
tinuJ^ S^^ioatlon units. Broadcast Investsent Is based on f Ix^'d aaounts for 
te^^ifi&^^a^d radio operations* Aaounta for past perforsance ar^ also <»n- 
si4f^ed1^50f of the total for continuing education and hnwteaat^ lag te led 
by the relative percentage of the institution's ^tpenditiares for comnlty 
service to tim stateiride total. The total for continuing education broad- 
casting also serve as the basis for the service area Investant and the delivery 
edacity Investaentt where this base is •ultlplied for elthM^ 12*5X or 37»5X* 
respectively. Service area Inves^t^^ is then derived on €bm bSsis of the 
percentage of the state populatlotf served by the Institution, lihile delivery 
capacity is derived froo the percentage of FIE studmts* Support for stave- 
sp<msored institutes is a non>for»ila line ite« for pid>llc s«rvlce* 

Student setvices contains a base investsent derived from a formla and 
aa Investaent for program develops^t based on non-formola derived grants* For 
the student services base, the base period » fall term headcount enrollment is 
wiltiplied by a rate of SX50. To this is added an amount based on a rate of 
* $4 per projected credit hour. 

Plant operation and malnteftsnee ha^ a specified base of $225,000 plus a 
percentage «ount for Inflation. To this is addwl a factor for the gross area 
to be msintalnedr tte grosa square area times s rste of $1*65., A non-formula 
derived »ount for projected utility expenses is alro included. The r^Miolng 
aspiNTts of institutional support is developed from a complex, weighted ^ormuJs. 
The central fmctor, towever, is the current year*s general fund expenditures, 
excluding the amounts for institutional siq)port and research agencies;. 

- Finally, estimates for the health areas of medicine, dentistry, pharmacy ^ 
aatometry, and veterinary r*diclric are developed incrementally from the b^e 
year expenditures. An overall percentage increase of 6.5% Is provided. To 
this any additional funds required for changes in these programs sre added. 
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LCradit HoursJ \ 



Resource Require- 
lamtkt Indices by 
Prograa & Level 



Isq>uted Ntmber 
of Faculty 



cxdodM MdiclQ€» d^Ustry^ phamacy* optooetry and veterinary 
■a^cina (cllntcal and aon-clinicaI> 



b» ilxpttted I ^ * M 
Ijacttltyj • 



« Nuiai>er of support paraonnel for Inatnictloa 



c. fl^vutad] [Peer Group Cooh] . Inveat^nt 

{FacttltyJ [penaati<» Avg. J 

d* rOerivad 

[^Support Paraosmel 



]X (jS13«(K)03 St^port Peraoimal ImnAtsmnt 



a* Total laat^ruction Ease 
CoapaoaatlocK tnvaataent 



i. 



lavMtaant for'Su^pli^, 
Matariala and Equlpsae^t 



Inveatsent Correction 
for SCH Eatlaate Error 



[Projected P#c- j ^ 
alty InvaaramtJ 

frotal luarmc- j 
l^ti<m Goi^efiaatioaJ 



fAudlted 
I Base Period 
Lcredlt Hours 



[projactad Stqpport 1 
[paramnal lnvaatawitj 

[ParcMt Factw for 1* 
SuppUeit Matarlslal 
and Equtpflvnt J 

[Projectel 1 
Baaa Period | 
Credit Bour^J \ 



Protal Instruction 
X [Base C<»ap^satio0 
[investsMsit (Base) 



Inveatsant fo^ H 
SuppUea^ Materials { 
and Equipment (Baae}J ^ 



Inveataient for 
Credits Hour Growth 
where Applicable 

Instlfutional Coo- 
plcitity Investment 

Program Develop* ^ 
sent Investment 



teps 
S 



r 

I Total ste] 
j e through 

[InvestiBent j 
[^Variance J 

[Equipment"! 
Gvants J 



Audited 
Base Period 
Credit Hours 



Audit ^tlaatal 
of Credit Hour j 
Increase J 



jWei^teA Be«Ma--4- 
I^Prograas Offe*edJ 

I Program Develop- j 
Lment ^i:ants J 



Sum of e through J equals Totsl General Fund Estimate of InvestMnt 
Need for Instruction » exclusive of Health Areas* 
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ilUitdadc Support 

a. Acadeaic Support B«8e 

h, ProgrM Devalop- 
Mttt Xave9t3il6at 



• (25,5X1 X {Instruction Investi^atl 

[library Base la-"] ^ [Equlpaemt"] ^ [spadal Pro-1 
proveaent GrantsJ [Grants J yect Giants J 



Sw of'' a and b equals General Fund Estimate of Acadeadc Support 
Xn¥«atnent Heed Exclusive of Health Professions. 



Kaaaarch 

a. Research Base 
InvestMBt 



B4se General] [Baae Average 1 
2X t Fund PTE ) X |Statei»lda Faculty | 
Faculty J |co«p«Matloo J 



b. Seaearch Capacity , r,,.-| „ rjlon-Ceoeral Fund j] 
Investwnt L*^*J ^ [^Research Ei^enditures J 



^occludlog 3rste=Tufi3ed"r6¥e«res tTwtttntes'' 



toaaarrh laatltute 
laves taeot 



, [Base State-Sponsored ^ 

[institute Expenditure 



d. ProgrM Develop- ^ [bmc Special 1 ^ [Vrojected Project! 
B»eQt Investment * LProJects GrantaJ LCrent Changee J 

Sw of a through d equals Eatiaate of General Fund Inveaon^tt Heed 
for Research. 



Public Service 

a. Continuing 
Education 
Inveacaenc 



Baae Acadeedc 
Support 
Jtxpenditure 



. [Baae Period 1 ^ pBaae Sunber of 1 
^ [credit HouraJ LEq«*^«<* ^CEO J 



Participant Continuing Education Unit equated to 15 contact hours. 



Broadcast 

Investmsnl 



r$460,000 1 . fsUS^OOO fori ^ ["$25,000 tor 1 
t ^ * [for CPB TVJ L CP* J [fim^Cn Radio] 



PaBt Perforaance 
Inveatffl^t 



[Continult^g Educa- ^ Broadcaat 1 ^ ^50%} 
tion InvestiDcnt '"""^ — 



[Base Indtitutional 
Expenditure for 
Ccmsaunlty Service 



Investment J 

Baae Syatea 1 
Expenditure for ! 
CoasBunity ServlcrJ 
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Service Area ^ fccmtlnulag Educa- ^ 
Xnvesownt * [tioa Investment 



X [12.5Z1 
Investaentj ^ ^ 



e. Delivery Capa- 
city Inveetaent 



Percent of 
Stete ?opula- 
tloa Served 



t Continuing Educa- 
tion Investment 

jPercent of Total! 
^ [TtES Assigned J 



Bro^cast | 
InvestimtJ 



[37.51] 



. fBase State Spon-l f^g^l 
f. Institute Investarat - sored Institute + Changes 
: — : — 4Expej^iJ^^ J 

(sua of a tto>ugh f) X (6,51;) - Estia^te of General Fund Public Service 



Student Services 

a. Student Services 
Base laves tsent 

b. Progr» Develop- 
ment Investment 



Sum of Special 
Project Grants 



Sub of a and b e^^uals Estimate of Q&ez^l Fund Student Services 
Investment Fund. 



Institutional Supp^ort 

a. Plant Operation and 
Maintenance Investrsent 



Base^ 1 ^ ' 
t Inv*stoentJ 



Cross 
Area 



X 1-65 



Utility 
Projection 



^Base lovestasnt equalb $225,000 X 1.065 JofUtlon 
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Institutional 
b. Sufiport 



^ -J (Squared * 



2 1 



[0.535] + 
+ [Add on Factor 



[Supported T 



Supported Expenditures equals current year general f ud expenditures 
(exclusive of institutional support and rebearch agencies) tiMS 
1.065 inflation divided by $1,000,000, 

*If stqyported expenditures exceed $214,286, then the following added 
cost X (1,000,000) factor is applied, 

^ [Supported Expenditure - $214,286] X 0,10 

Sum of a and b including added cost factor, if applicable, equals 
Estimate General Fimd Investment Need for Institutional Support. 



7* Health Professions 



Estiaate of General 
Fond laves tBient 
Need for Health 
Professions 



oasw oFoss uenerax 
Fund Expenditures for 
Hedicine, Dentistry, 
Pharmacy, Os tome try, 
VetertnaxjF Medicine ^ 



X [6.5%] 



[Progrml 
Changes J 
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Ke^i Hex 1 CO 

Smaary ol State Badget Fortsula (FY 1977-78) 

t 

Cmtral to the apptoptlation formula for institutions la New Mexico 1» 
an approach baj«a on seaf fitig staadards for^ faculty warklosd. Productivity 
ratlosp or tt^ ouaher of credit hour& taught by a facalry laeaber, are stipu3at«l 
for aach of 1^ disciplloes at 3 instructional levels for JZ groupings of iwititu- 
tlOM oo the beain of 8l^e. This pioductlvlty ratlo^ia tl^ divided loto in 
averago hlstotlcelly detenalned coapensation rate ^or fa«lr% Including salary 
and frioig^ banaflta, to obtain an average fj^^Ity' cost par credit bour» To thia 
faculty cosTt ?*»r credit hour is added a per-kttNilt !?ate to incorporate other ^ 
direct coate* TMe other direct cout rate i|» aljw> baaed on hiatorlcal '*ta. 
The rotai direct cose t^r cr^lt tour la then adjusted to reflect laflationary 
locteasea''. Projected credit tour p/oductioo by diacipl^tie %ad level la th«i 
Kiltiplied by the direct coat >€r credit hour rate to detenaioe the Inetructional 
i^peooUurea by diactplioe an« Ir^el, whi^h are theo auawK! to obtMo tt^ total 
iaatructlocpal eatitl^!ient . ^ 

The asDunt for general support ot the Instltatlon i« deteraiaed oc a 
percea*^age hasi4#. For large in sit it ut tons, the fentltlei^tit for Inatructloa Is 
to repreacnt 5^1 of the total and for getjeral eapporjt, 44%, vhlle for saall In-- 
^titutiOGs the pei-c^tagei^ are f>5t ^d 45%, resp^tlvely. Revenue adjusmeotat 
tuition^ reaearch overfie^id, inv^&tirenc e4»tninga» a^scellaoeou^ fe^a^ and imre- 
atricted federal funds are ^t^tmcted froa the total li^structlrm and general 
e^enditurt^a. Th^ adjuariBfeDts arc actu<;l revenue nmutxts a^^oclated t#lth the ^ ^ 
fwot retenfty av«*lable data The residunl tiBou: t theo hf^couifB the recoma«^da- 
tioo for the atat^ appf lac ^on. 



Ifathigiatlcua Bepreafentatlon 



!• IpsstructloQ 

Direct Cost 
a. l»ar Credit Hopr 
» by Msclpllnse 
and 



Average Faculty 
Compensation 
by Discipline, 
jLevel & Size 



Overall 
inflationary 
Factor 



Productivity 
Ratio by 
Di«-lr lln*5» 
L^vel & Size 



Hiatorlcal 
Otbar Slratt 
Coat Bate \ty 
DiaclpUna 
& Laval . 



b* Instruction « 



Direct Cost 
per Credit Hour 
by Discipline 
h Level 



X 



[Projected 
Lcredit Hcura^. 



J 



2. General Support 

For large InBtitutlonst 

General Supp:>rt (Instruction 7 0.56 J - Instruction 
end for aoall la:*t itutions: 

General Support • [Instruction - 0.55] - Instruction 

3. Adjir menta 



Adjustments 



FActoal 1 
I Tuition 
Reveni^ 



L 



-0.20 



Actual 
Research 
Overhead 
Recovery 



[Actual 1 
Ir^vestnentj 
SamlngB J 



Actual' 

Credit 

Four 



fActual 1 
^,30} Student | 
LScholarshipsJ 



[Actual Ai&ount 
£or HDSL 
Hatching Funds 



'uaoary of State Budget Formula (1977-79 Blenniua) 

Deacrlptlon 

The state budget formula for institutions in Ohio reflects an approach. 
^ietAd on actual, historical workload patterns. An overall cost per full-time 
*^eqaivale&t«atudent is develop^ for each of six program groupings: general 
s£udiee» technical, baccalaureate^ masters and professlcmal, doctoral, and 
HMdl^al. Prbguoe are further classified in terms of three possible cost 
le^mls on the basis of historical costs per student* As a result of these 
gratings, 16 program expenditure models are presented, each vlth an overall 
cost per student « 

The total coit per student i& further delineated into five fisnctlonal 
cate^ries: departmental Instruction and rese^^chi academic support, student 
services, institutional support, end plant operation. Departmental ituitruction 
and research is composed of three parts: faculty compensation, other depart- 
mental comp»sation is derived trom the average annual compensation for a faculty 
m»ri>er which is divided by the historical student-faculty ratio to produce the 
average faculty compensation per student. The remaining rates pmt s^tudent are 
based on historical costs, alttK^ugh they are differentially adjusted for Inflation 
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HiUiewitlcal Representation 




Total 

Approptlati.on » 
XecoBaendatlon 



Sum of 



nbere the rates are given 




-ted Full-Tlae 1 
lent Enrollment I 
Expand It ure Model J 



IAt^roprlatel 
Kate per | 
Student J 
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2. For «ach «xiMndlture aodel, delineated by program and levels the cost per 
studmit is distributed across specific »?^tivlty categories* An exaople 
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Oklahoaa 

$Mnary of Stete Budget Foriaiula {nr 1977-78) 

th% budget fotmlA for institutions of higher ftducatioa la Okltihom* 
Aeludiog thm •pecl^l ccnstltMdt institutions nuch M the health schools^ is 
bM«4 oa an ]^s2:orlc rate per TTf stud^t, dlf fere«tiati^ by dltclplin* »frf 
level » Md projectirf FTE enrol Iwot, The rate per studmt Incorporates tarpemii- 
tttrea related to general instmctloual support, locludiiig* library, general ad- 
ttifilattatioxiy general ejcpenne, ami operation and fiaintenence of pLyaical plant, 
and la ifmBkd on each individual institntion's cost history. That portion of the 
ra'^e associated with Instn^tion is developed, Kjwevar, o#lng standatd atudent^ 
facalty ratloa» differentiated level, inatltutlogal type, and standard faulty 
salaries by institution type* Support for research and public aarvlce ia derived 
frOTi institutional estimates. The Oklahosa torsmla also aak^s adjustaenta 
to the mtitltmtnt by si*tracting projected revimues fr<» toltlon aid related 
fees, sales and services of educational departaents^ the federal govemaent, 
mtki ttisceljaneoua sources* 

Oklabema'« budget formila for the >^alth conatltuent institutions con- 
siders Instructional program and h^'alth related Hbrariea on the basla of 
specific fonauUs, vhile the other areas of general adadniatration and expense, 
continuing education, organised research, and plant maintenance and operation 
are eatiaat^ as lti*,i ^^©ental b udget It^. The Instructiotial/arers teflect the 
staffing standard aetho^ ^ken in .anjunction with a line Itea approach, and 
these are differentiated for ctcH of thi» programs: aedicine, d«iti«try, nws-- 
1 gt health, graduate college, and phar»acy. Faculty salaries^ as a line lt€A, 
is determined ox^ the basis of projected FTE studejnts, specified student-faculty 
rditlos, and salary rates per position Other proft^^lonal sslarles are baaed 
on a fixed miai»er of positions, dependent on the particular prograa, and a fixed 
salary rate, %rtjlle supfKjrt staff salaries is bas^ on the nuaber of FTE faculty 
positions, specified staff-faculty rati s, and standard salary rates. The aaount 
for benefits derived as a percentage (7%) of t^^ salsrles, and other instruc- 
tional expenses as a percentage (lit) of all salaries and benefits • Library 
tntitleaents also reflect, for the aost part, the staffing standard method and 
line itae approach* Fixed nt^bers of proJeselunal and support staff and standcrd 
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Mdrnxj rates mxe specified* Other llbr^iry expenses are expressed as a percent- 
age (12Z) of the salaries and benefits, and the entitlement for books» binding, 
Ki^ printing Is 69X of the total for salaries, benefits, and other library ex- 
Tha reMdning budget categovies of general administration, general 
i SjqpaDse^, continuing education, organized research, and plant maintenance and 

operation are derived incrementally on the basis of the previous yearU budget 
and a specific percentage increase allowance. Adjustments of the same nature 
am the non«-constltuent instltutiona are msde for the Health Sciences Center. 



ERIC 




Mathcamtleal Etprasentation (Excluding constituent Institutions) 

1. General Instructional Support ^ 

# 

[Rate per Student] 
by Discipline I 
& Level J 

vhere the rates per student take iuto account resident Instruction, oi^a nlted 
activities related to instruction* library, general adgi n i a tration , general 
eaq»ense, and operation and maintenance of physical plant. That portion of 
the cost per student associated with faculty salaries was bcsed on staffing 
standards for student-faculty ratios and standard faculty salaries* 

STANDARD STUDENT-FACULTY RATIOS ANTICIPATED 

FOR 1977-78 



General 

Instructional * 
Siqpport 



Projected 
FTE Enrollment 
by Dlrdpllne 
& Level 



Lower: 

Technical 

Academic 
Upper 
Graduate 

COMPARATIVE FACULTY SALARIES FOR 1975*76 AND 
STANDARD FACULTY SALARIES FOR 1977-78 

^fi^^^ ^5Sg WSSA 4!MHi574t 

, Comprehensive Unlversllies $16,884 $17,^ $17,368 $19 900 

Regional Univei^ities 14.293 14,835 16.614 16!s00 

2.YcarCoHefles 11.731 13.150 IsisSO IslSo 



20 20 
8 12 



>rmr 



12 12 
28 28 



2. ^search md Public Service prograia costs are detemioed ftom institutional 
Justification. 

3. AdjuBtnents are nade to tht? total i , "-ral instructional support, research, 
sod pub/ic service by subtracting an «^ount associated vith the projected 
revMues froB^ tuition and related fe^s, sales and services of cducatlc^al 
ueparnaeits, the federal government . nf.d liscellan^oua sources. 
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Mathcaatical gegresentatlon (University o£ Oklahoma Health Sciences Center) 



1« InstTuctiooal Programs: College o£ Hedlcine, College of Dentistry » College 

of Ni;^8ijpg» Colleger of Health* Graduate College of Medicine and Dental Science » 
PharMcy« accompanying table sunmarlzee the particular rates and factors 



a. 



d. 



Project full-time equivalent enrollment by student cla8sliication» If 
appropriate. 



Projected 
PTE 

Enrollment 
PTE 

P«rulty 
Positions 

Faculty - ^ 
Salaries 

Other 

Prof ess icmal 
Salaries 

Other 

Support Staff 
Salaries 



Projected 
Headcount 
Enrollment by 
Class if lea t l«.m 



[Projected "| 
Enrollment J 



[fic 1 

LFactorJ 



t Student Faculty | 
Ratio J 



fNuniber 
Positions 



I^Alloireu J 

[PTE 1 
Faculty 
Positions J 



3ns "| X I 



Salary Rate i 
per Pooltlon | 
L $32,200 J 



Staff- 1 
Faculty X 
Ratio J 



($5,000) 



Staff 
B«ef its 



r 1 fOtber I ^ jOtl^r 

(0.07)r*^'*'^jy U Professional + Support Staff 



1 . (other 



LSalarlesJ 



[Smlarlea J [Salaries 



Other 

Instructional 

Program 

Expenses 



riotal 
(0.12) k\\ 

Lsalarlesj 



+ [staff 1 
[Benefits J 



S4 



/ 



li 


1 

1 

u 
o 

H 

C 


o 

4^ 

.a 

1 


w 

• •*« 
«» ** 


•3 
1 

if 

31 


2 

w e 






1.0 


















130,500 


«.o 


o.« 




PtarsiciM 












•MtUcxy 








929. 30Q 




X.0 




1*0 


12.0 


flS«270 




'IMmyM— to 


1.0 


0.0 


120.700 


3.0 


0.5 


Cntato 


1*0 


5.0 






1.0 


U.0 


122.100 


3.0 


O.S 






i.o 






1.0 


20.0 


$22,100 


i.e 






Crateto 


L6 


12.0 




MIW 




^.0 


ro 


$2«,I0I 


3.0 


0.4 



TV 



SMA«r of 1 f«c«lty pMiclM* 31 

1 for OV0X7 4.4 Pit 4oat«l twimtm «^o«• 4S. 

Soiter otoff ronlc&oot illnwii ot«olo 3. 



Llbraty 



Total Salaries 



KuBber of 
Allowed 
Professionals 
- 10 



X ($16»OC3) + 



HuBber of 
AUoved 

Support 
- 15 



X ($8, 



Total 

Coiq>ensatio/ 

Other 
Expenses 



pTotal 
^Salaries 



1 (0.07 fori pTotal 1 
J L^enefitsJ LsalariesJ 



(0 12)^^^^ 1 
^^•^"^'LCoi^Jensatioi.j 



Books p Binil'iag. ^ 
Printing 



(0.69) 



I Total 

[Ccmpensation 



^ ["other 1 
ij LExpcnsesJ 



The following errpense categories are based on the previous year*s budget 
for the give\ category plus a percentage Increase allowance. 



Category ^ 

General Administration 
General Expense 
Continuing Education 
Organized Research 
Plant Maintenance and 
Operation 



Increase 

n 

n 

101 
10% 

Adjusted for Spatt- and 
Price IffcreaseB 



Tennessee 

Suanary of State Budget Fornula (FY 1977-78^ 



Ttescrlption 

The Tennessee budget formula addresses the categories of instruction, 
research, public service, academic support, libraries, operation and maintenance 
of physical plant, and student services with a set of adjustments applied to the 
fotuula derived entitlement. The instruction category reflects the vorklg^iL 
approach where projected cveilt hours are multiplied by specified standard rates 
per credit hour. Both factors are differentiated by program area and.level* 
For those institutiona which secured sponsored research grants in excess of 
$5,000, e percentage of a fixed, statewide fund of $1.5 million set aside for 
sponsored research is distributed to the institutions. The percentage is based 
on the institutional amounts secured for sponsored resekrch as a ratio to ^e 
statewide amount. Public service activities are derived from ba8« period pro«- 
ductio^ of continuing education units. A mlnimtim '>f $25,000 is provided, and 
Increases for specific ranges of unit production are specified. 

X For the universities only, SX of the formula-derived entitlement for 
Instruction, plus institutionally justif i^ amounts^ is for^ academic support 
and computer services. Library st^^port is based on projected credit, hour 
production and specified rates per credit hour where tte credit hours and 
rates are differentiated by level. A percentage of this amount is then added 
for acquisitions. The formula for operation and maintenance of physical plant 
is composed of two line Iteirs. Entitlements for both utliltles and maintenance 
are based on the total grosfi square feet for educational and general space and 
specific rates per square foot* Ittstltutlonal support is derlv^ using the total 
formula; and non-formula itms, excluding the amount asmclated wltl institutional 
support* Given this as^^iuit, one of four formulas is applied depending on th^ 
ba»e amount and r. electing institutional size. Student services is bas^ on 
th« projected fall term headcoant enrolliBent multiplied by a rate of $110, plus 
an amount for Intercollegiate athletics. A maxlmia of S200,(K>0 is set f^r t!^ 
universities, and S25,000 for th^ coot^L^tty collages- Both stafr benefits and 
student aic are non^formula itciss. • ^ 
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Fros the total formula and non-formula entitlements are subtracted 
irmrloua adjustment factors. Included are projected tuition and fee revenues; 
all go^ernsiental appropriations, excep" those from the state; sales and ser- 
- vlcaa^^ departments; intercollegiate athletic revenuc^s; revenues from other 
sources; 80Z of the recovery of indirect costs; and an amount for a maintenance 
fee deduction. The maintenance fee deduction factors in the projected credit 
hour production by level and projected fall term headcount enrollment. 
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Matlwatlcal teprcsen tattoo 



last rue l:i<m ^ 



Projected 
Credit Hours 
by Discipline 



vhere tb« rates are given by: 



A& ^mmic ATM 



Arciilt«cture 
At— Studitft 
Biolofical Science 
BosiMSt I IUn«ge»ent 
CcHUfiications 
€M^t«r Sciences " 
Bdttcatiom 

FlM I ilppl4«<J Arts 
IPorsifii Unsun«' 
HMlth frofessions 
Hm« Economics 

Librarx Science 
lUtliefiatics 
miitar/ Science 
Mkysical Sciences 
PsYcliolosy 

Fublic Affeirs I Serv, 
Societ Sciences 
Interdisciplinary 
Industrial Technology 
ius. I Conoerce Tech. 
Data Processing Tech, 
Health Ser. % Paraned. 
Mech. % Engr. Tech. 
Natural Sciences Tech. 
Public Service Tech. 



fresh.- 
Soph. 



Junior* 
Senior 



Il4*4ft 

12.21 
1S.S7 
24.46 
St. 49 

SO. 72 
24, OS 
20. 4S 
11. 7« 
23.64 

13. S4 
6.47 
14.01 
IX. S9 
19.61 
6.77 
10.lt 
U.S2 
14.42 

46.65 
45.14 
28.11 ♦ 

a3r:70 
10.67 



Kate per 
Credit Hour 
by Discipline 
& Level 



$22.66 

ss.:»4 

23.66 
30.71 
17.S7 
30.16 
26.10 
26.f0 
47.26 
37.47 
32. OS 
S3 .14 
24.S1 

24.97 
3$. 26 
29.72 
13.33 
33.^3 
16.60 
16.14 
21.91 
51.47 
31.97 



luster's 
Professional 



$ SS.Of 
94.62 
64.63 
62.76 
S6>^9 
74.72 
49.9S 
S6,SS 
U2.0I 
62.26 
99,64 
44.63 
S1.66 
31.99 
61.66 
66.93 
69. IS 
7.76 
100.36 
41.73 
65. S6 
S7.3S 
S4.63 
102.97 



Poctcyal 



$112.32 

3fl.99 
177,66 
iSl.Sl 

90.24 
246.M 

22Sa2 
222.19 
78.43 

101*76 

1S1.97 

209.27 
74.61 

147*76 
63.66 



Ee search 

If a university secured sponsored research grants rotaling over $5,000 In 
Ti 1975-76, 



Sponsored 
Research 



Il»500.000] 



[Base Period Insti- 
tutional Sponsored 
Research Fund 



Base Period State- 
wide Total Spon- 
sored Research Tunda 
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3* Public Servlae 



Ease Period Range^ 
" of Continuing ! 
^Education Units J 



CK2,50C 
A^t U,SOO 

N 



as follows 



$ es.ooo 

50,000 
7S,00O 
100,000 



4«' Acadeslc Support 

For tmlverslttaa wiy, 

Ac«de&lc fAaouiat for 1 



X 



Support Ll^s^'^-^^^l^ J 

plua a»ouots for special Institaticmal requests 



fO,^] 



S« Libraries 



Libraries 



where rates are 

FreshiBici-Sophoaio re 
Junior •Sen lor 
Master's 
Lav 

Doctora^l 



Projected 
Credit Hours 
by Level 



R^te per 

Credit Hour 
by Level 



SI* 27 per 8luda[it credit hcnir* 

$2<53 per studetit credit hour, 

$6,33 per student credit hour. 

$7*60 per atudettt cred^.t hour. 

S10*1J per student credit hour. 



plus an added infiatlon percentage for acquisitions, 
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6. Operation and Maintenance of Plant 
,a. TJtlltties 



Utilities 

b« Maintenance 
Maintenance * 



Total Cross I 
Square Fe^t for | 
Educational and I 
General Space J 



Total Cros^ 
Square Feet for 
Educational and 
^General Spa^e 



Rate per 
Groas Squa- 
Feet 



■j 



Gross 
Squi^re F^cft 
for Newly 
Opened Spac# 



Rate pe 



re 



FOOtJ 



7. InsCltuttoaal Support ^ 

»t- Dstenlne Total ForauU plus Non-rornula Expenditures, excluding 
' * InstltutloawJL Support (Line 1). 

b. Apply thtiK^ropriate fon&tla: 

If liM: \ 1$ $2.000.000 oftoss; 0^ 
' £!2SJ. " ^»• ^ ■ Total Inst. Support . $ 

If Kwft 1 U t2.000.00Q to ft.OOO.OOO; 
let A * Line 1 - $1,769,000 

A - > Plus $24'.000 • Tot4l |i»t. Support ' $ 

If Unt 1 Is $e.000.000 to-$H.000.000i 

t«tA,-l - $7,130,000 ^ ■ 

^ i" * M»« $8?0,000 - Toul Inst. Support t 

■ r 

If lino 1 Is ewr $16.000.000: 

' let A • tine 1 - $14,780,000 , 

* A Pltfs $1420,000 • Tottl Inst* Support S 
* T5B * 



a. Student Services,, 



Student 
Services 



Projected 
Fall Term 
He^dcount 
JBnrolisent 



X [SUO.OOl 



plus «i «ount for liitercoHrgiate athletics, with a mxIwA of $200,000 
for universities and S25,0O0 for cowwmlty colleges, 

i 

Staff Benefits^ Son-forwila item, institutional request. ^ 
10. Student Aid: Hon-fonaula itcn, Institutional request. 
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♦ i 

AdjuBtaents 



ration mdl rG«»«n>«ntal 1 

flnter collegia te j Htewnuts froo] ^vfli^yvery <tf 



Sales nd 

Sendees of 
Educe tlooel 
>9tlvitl4»i . 



LAtleclcs ReYsniMy ^ [other SourcesJ 



ladicect Ooi^ 



I Maintenance Fee 
IJDeductlon 



vfaere Kalntoumce ^ jPro'jccted Credftj ^ iRate per CreditT 

*5ee Deduction LBours by Level J ^ LHour by level J ^^^^l 



Projected 
Fidl Terv^ 
Headcount 
JSnrollBent 



* -5 

i 



Texas / - ' ' . ' \ 



SuBsiitfy of State Budget Fone^uia (197^-79 Blenrftia^ 

.■ - / , . •' 

Dtacrlptloo y * / , 

The Texas btniget {oraula^^Sr inatri&ctioa and ^ep^i^l^otal reseax^ 
reflecca an tifiFtircMich^aaed oay^taf^lng' standards* \^/L\^ d6velopalen^ of 
bud^t for faculty aalariea/^tte largest pof tl^ ^/i^^ instructional bit^et- 
a rata pw credit hour a^u^lly j^oduc^d during the base period is MltlpIi4Ml 
by tlie nuiri>er of credH hours by discipline auH' level « The specific rate naa 
deriv^ frott FTE sti^eot enrbll»ents,. pjtescrlbed student^facotty" ratioet ead 
ifverage salary raiBBi 'BB Well as the. ct^it; l^mr distribution* Aled added .to 
the, instruct li»»l budget is a^^cogipoheot for departMntal ^^exatlng egpeeeife 
vMith le baoM xm tjaft bsse period cr^it hours by d}^iclpllne and an historically 
^1^ rate per ^'c^Iit hour, A tblrd aspect <$f tlje InstmctiOHil Is a 

factor for ythe adalnlstrative expeiises associated vith* the DeanU office and is 
deyel)i^>e4 lea a function of ^cu^Lty salaries velgbti^ by the level of Instrvie; ' 
tion 9dA average credit hour i;>roductioh. * , ' 

-f Fupdlng requests fo^ir^rganised resesrch are teveloped on the basis of 
aO/iMt it dtional cos^le^ici^y f^tor, faculty salaries^ and tne current fiscal 



]N|Sr ascont esepended fc^r sponsored research* The institutions! coaptexity 
factor weights FTE e|irol]^iiei%t8 by level and gross discipline cate^riM so ^ 
thet nssters and d^^tor^l levels in science and engineering are veig^ted more 
heavily than miist^rs and doctoral levels in te«ich« i^ucation>_for earaaple* 
This inst/itutlonal complexity factor tlo^ *Jm aeDu^<ieter«ined for faculty 
salaries provides -one part of the request for ^ganised research/ The for«ul^ 
for organlz^ research also reinforces those in^itutions which conduct spon- 

so^ rescfarch by including 5% ol r hp rurrpnt fiscal year' s expen d itur es foy 

sponsored research* The total entitlement for organised research* sccontlng ' 
to the foTBulSt is then '70Z of the sum of the salary coaponect and the sponsored 
Tes^rch ccmponent. ' . 

The formula al^ acdresses cotpriunity sex:vice and continuing education 
activities* Productivity related to these acti^/ities *ia suamarlEed in tertts 
of continsing education units, rather Chan the usual credit hour* The fmding 
level request is then deteraiined by multiplying; the niaA>er of ettual base 
period continuing education units by $10* The formula^ however* stipulates 

.> ■ ^ ■ \ : 
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tifit tlHi ttlaiMBi support for ^H^se activities is $25»0(X> aod the nitlrai. ^ 
$2O(H0OO, • , ' 

Library aiQ»aasea are derived -f roa the actoal credit ^ura of tim baa* * 
|p«riod ud specific ratea per credit hour delineated by levels* ^le ratc^ lii* 
CTfaa^ is awimt txom the undergradt^te ($3.,(a) to the doctoral (i^26v22^ so , 
that iaatltotiooa vltta* gpraduate and prof eaalQnal achbola get a hlshar leval of 
f»diiig» A rtnlaal iTlBount for library support is ^Imo stipulated^ $450»jd00t . 
aolaaa the credit hour level is telov SO»OOQ* Under tbls exception, ^ base 
la $225»000 plus $9*00 p^r credit hour in e^fi 



to the prMojs ■inlm of $450,000. 

7or general adainistration and student si^Tvic< 



i^s of 25,0C0 credit hours 



three eo^ondfiti 

arc Included t headcount in^ollaentt the a^tual'awnat ei p erHlM^ for sponsored 
research, and the total awunt' appropriated for the paat f isdU. yter for a^ici^ 
tl«.l ,«»ra «N-ilt«r... «clu.l« .V Chi. -tW. *c.-l Ull .« 
haadcount enrollments are multiplied by specific rmf as vl|&ch ref £^t the ^l^e 
of the i^titution and the level of enrollment vitltin thk inatitation. nis ^ 
portion .of the formula addre4aes the ^economies of scaler aspect of this func-^ 
tlonal category. ^ ?or exasaple, Inatitutiona vltl^ an amrollaeat of laas than 
4,000 have a $300,000 base for the first 1» 000 /4tuden|ts. plus differMtial ratea 
for the next tvo aeta of 1,500 atudents ($131^3 andr $90.87tfrei^ectively)* 




Inatitutiona again we reli^orced for conduc^Uig 



Z»5t of the actual amounts ^^euded for sponsored ^eaesrch, is i^loded In the 
.^ipprc; rlatlon request to cover the costs o^^ adff;l«atarlng sponsor^ TMMrch 
grsnts and contracts. FJ^ally, 12 of thd kntVBtft fiscal year ^propriatlon'FOr 



educational 



penite^ Jucludl 



tion and atudent aervices, 1^ included.. 

T^ttd^for general institutional ^p 




red reMarch* An 



aoount for general adminiatfa- 




Lod 



are based on the baae p^&j.w ^ 
ieate4 Ia^o categories sgr that t!ie 
For «campW the rate 

per credit hoar for the flrsf 20OrOOq^ is $)f.02 and for the next 209^000, $1.1S« 
A mlhimua of $110,000 is alsoxeitablish^. 



credi^/Murs* Eatea per ctedit h<mr a^e dc 
larger the nuAer of cred|Lt hours, thf high#r tne rate. 



Finally, thet forpuia dddire88|bs fou|r componec|t3 of the oMratioa and 
titit^fisnce of thi» physical plant: ' custodial a rvic^^a, buildlrig naintmacce. 
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■ _ i' y . : ) 

fro*Jods MlHtcnuce^ and/^per/l services* T]ie appropriatlea request for 
cii^todi el eenrtceji Ij^ /baged on tllte total square feet oq the outside disenslons 
of six sducstloosL/siid %e(yBtH huiidtngs,^ micladisxg.mixiliMry enterprises. 
fbirfM.sqQSK fMT^sge diaeiisioiis ere then ttiltlplied by sn hlscoricslly ilerlwd * 
Tmtm*, Itail^^ng asinteswrce funds s^ detersined as a fuactioo of a Mlntmsace 

sad. the building replacitent costs. The psinLennace cost Cac^r, exr 
as a o&dentage, reflects tt^ type of building construction: rfnnrt fr—, 
-«oodi VMSonry-concreie, ami vhettfer.,.!^ boi7dii« Is air-cc-odltloDed w 
The SMtnmt sppropriated for aaintaining a given building is tbn wamm 
tags of its replsc»ent cost* depending on the trpe of oonstmction and 
air-*cooditionlng status. Grounds «aintenanee is defit^ as a function of the 
Xlnsriur *;eet srpund the periseters of cippus buildings* ^he mmhv of acres, mt£ 
the actusljl^fall tera head^>unt enrollaent, Md ger.Msl services for t}m Vhfmlml 
plsnt reflet -j^tal full^t4as equlvalmt ^olUmt, actual full tias mplavm^^ 
and tha repl^^nt cost of the buildings. * ^ 
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1. InstructlOQ^ DepartMOtal Operating Expense, Instructional Afkiiniat ration 
a. toatnicticQ or Faculsy Salaries 



TBase Period 
faculty Salaries ^ j Credit Hours 

[progr 



riod 1 
lours by 1 
LevalJ^ 



[^Credit Hour 



Perl 
J 



where the rates ere based on his tor let 1 costs per credit hour oolt: 



- „ T rstipuiated Students"! 

|_by Pr«gr«i & Uvelj • »- • [prograi & Level J* 



Standard Av^araga | 
f acuity Salary 1 
by DiaclpllM Ad- I 
Juated in InflationJ 



. rkase Credit Houra 
* [pisclpl^e & Level 

b. Departaental (H>erating Expense ^ 

' • , fBase Period 'T 

Departaeotal . ^^^^^^ 

Operating ExiKsnse | p^,^ . LevelJ 



[by Prosraa i 1 
Level late pari 
Credit Boor J 



[Progrant 
Instructional Adainlstration 

i) Deteraine a weighting factor for level of Instruction. 



Level 
Hei^ 



[s o. if 1 ^ [0.2, if! fo.a. If 1^ [2.2. If 1 
* LundergraduateJ * [itutBtmJ LDocfcoralJ |/rofessiodelJ 



li) Detexvdne ave rage \ro dprgraduate (USCB), graduate (GS<a)t and ^ 
prefessional (SPSCH) base period credit boura by dividing the 
actual base period credit Jiours by the nuaber of approve d colleges » 
schools, or divisions. 



ill) Determine a weighti ng fac tor for credit hours. IfjcSOi and GSCB 
exceeds 21,000 and SP3CH ncceeds 3,000: 

Credit Hour Weight - [0.690 + 0. 000007 (CS«)1 + 10.190 - 0.000008(^0)) 

+ [0.204 - 0. OOOOO: (SPSCH) > 

Otherwise - 

^dit Hour rfeight - (0.690 + 0. 00004 ( USiM ) 1 + [0.190 O.OOOOOKCSCH) ) 

+ (0.206 - 0. 000076 (SPSpi)] 
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!▼) Inatructlooal , FLevel 1 [credit Hour , [Vacuity 1 
AdKinistVatlon LweUhtJ ~ L^'^^Rht • [SaUrltsJ 

Orgnlsed Research 



tibare tita IaaCituti<mal Conplexity (IC) Factor shall he »iaipuced,aa follova: 
^ 0.0150 -f (O.SOMj + O.IOM^ ■•■ 0 25Mj) ♦ (60^+ ID^.* 30^) 

. • 0 + M + D '. ; 

# 

U « Ikidftrgraduate FTSE 
II • KvUts TISE 

m {testers FISE in Science end Engineering 

Hesters 7TSE in Teecfaer Tdncetion ' ^ 

Mj - Hesters FTSE in ell otl^r progri^ — 

D • Doctoral fTSg 

. Dj^ " Doctoral •FTSE ^ Science and Engineering 
Dn ' Doctoral PISE in Teacher ^ucatlcm 

2 y ^ ' 

Dj - Doctoral FTSE in all other progress 

Deteraioe full-tiat stiKtent equivslents (FTSE) at eU leirels hj dividii« 
the base period sevester credit tours hy 30. 

% 

CooBunity Service end Contint^lng Edi^tion 

Service & f^^^ Period ♦ 

Continuing • I Contlnuli« 1^ ($10) # ^ ^ 

Education ^ i^ducation DeitsJ ^ 

vlth e sdni«B of $25»0(M) ^d e aaxiM of f200»000 



1 4K«^r« . r*"^ Period Cxedicl fRAte by Iwel / I 
i^xorary [houts by Uvel J * [per Credit HourJ 

where 9 Cor exa^le, the rati»^ are: 

Level • Bate - 

thidergraotiate $ 3.05 
Masters ^ 6,13 ^ 

Speclel Vrofessioael . 6.11 
Lmm ^6.18- 
Doctoral 26.22 

Cith a minlMi of $450»000 unless total credit hot*rs are beioir SO, 000 
^ whtti the aaount shall be $225,000 plus $9,00 per credit hctt i« e gcess 

of $25,000 to the ainlauB of $450,000. 



5* G«eral AoRlBistratioQ mnd Stwient Services 



« 

Ceoeral Ad»l«-^ T___^ _ ,-"[ 'fApproprlate Sate "| 
Student Services tJeedcoontJ [^^^ iMtitutioaJ 




Sp<HMoxe4 
JlMewch 



+ (0.01) 



Base Per^ Total ^ jt^^j^ 

Educational and . AlSSutratlon md 

Cfcieral Aiyro- g^^^ Servlcea . 
j>vlatloa 



wh^re, for exaaple, the appropriate enrollaent rates are, for Institutiona 
Mith Fall term beadcount enrollMnts of 4,000 or aore: ^ 

Earol lgeat , ' Kate^ 

First 4-, 000 $158.55 | . 

next 4,000 118.27 
Above 8,000 106.56 

or for iosCltutionB with Fall terra headcount enrolln&ts of leas than 4,000: 

Bp jUjent Bate 

First 1.000 $300,000 tOe * 

Next 1,500 $131.93 
Ne>t 1,500 90.8? 
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I]i#cl€ut!taB«l Support 



Iiifttitutifmal 
8ii|»port 

( 



fActu^l Bast Pfiriodl 
[credit Hours ^ J 



* [Czmdit HoMrJ 



for exmple^ are: 



Credit Hours 

TixBt 200,000 
Bert. 200,000 
next? 200,000 
Over 600,000 



vith i MtnlMM of $11Q,000. 



" Bate 

1.27 
1.39 



^OperAiloa and Malntgiance of Plant 
a. Cuatcdlal Services 



Qiatodiifcl 
Services 



Total Square Feet 
for Outalde IMU^p^icma 
of EduMtflmial 4 
Go^ral Build ^ 



{$0.5358j 



tft Building ItelDtenance 
Maintenance " 



LCoat 

4 

vher^ Mintenance codt factor la: 



Intenwce I - rBttlldlng Replace* j 
at Factor J [pmt Comtm J 



Type of Conatructlc^ 



Wood-Frase Maaonry-Wood Maawry-Concrete 



Air Ccmdltloned 
Non-Air Conditioned 



1.90 
1.75 



1.45 
1-30 



1.25 
1.10 



vhlch la eitpreaaed as a percentage . 
Grouni^^Jlaiirtenance 



crmmd. [AWrage Hourly] 

Grotffidfl . g«,^ii»«8 for ^ 

Itolntenance [g^rvlcea 



I 



0.70 



lotLi Linear 
Feet of Perl- 
«eter of C«r» 
JUS Buildings^ 



•f 122 



[Base Fall 
Headcoont 
Pnrollttent^ 



Ifotal luiber 
of Acr«|^t 
Lwna ft Maiii-^ 
talQia4 Areaa - 



1 
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d* Physictl ?l^c Cei^eral Services 



Ceoeral 

SeirviceB 



fr " - ■ 

J Base V^tlod tJli 

1 J — i£/ 



Bam VBpsn tOL 



iX 3.1 



^ 0.0028 jCost oT 1 
^ |Buildiags J 



vith m minUim of $106^000. 



1 
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Virginia 

Suwiry of State Budget Formjla (I(d7a*e0 Biemaua) 

% 

i 

^ The state- budget foraula for Virginia, with the exception of tl^ library 
c<>i3pbneat,» reflects a atafflng ataodard approach 'vhere^ tbc~TOtltI«ant ia baaed 
aolely on the nmbmr of positions deterained* Each of f he areaa addraaaed hy 
the* fotamla: inatructlont *acade&ic support^ library, atud^tit aerviceSt inatit^ 

' tlTMl iN9port» and operation and Balryenance of plant, specif imi tke cr^eriat 
fcit dcrlrii^ t^Tnuaber of positions ami derives tlte entitleatfuit by soltiplyl^ 
taa'nwbar poaltiona \fi an irstitutional aiierage mI^^* Imitntctiooal faculty 
poaitiona are baaed on the projected FTP enrollMnt and atlpulated^ ^ttidant-^aciilty 
rmtloa, both dlf ferentialed \rt program and level . Instmct^mial mXMtt raqnira^ 
Mmta, on the other hand, are detenained fros the derived Inatrvctlonal faculty 
poaitiona jiali^ variona ataff*facaity ratios, Acadesic at^portrpersOTMl are 
diuriVed in a alailar aamier, althotj^ differ^t ratioa are provide for the . 
doctoral gmtlng diversities an< tht^ remlning raaprehensive mllegas^ 111>eral 
^ts o>lle^s^ aad^aciaUaed institutions* The other forwla coi^KM^ts: 

. Llbraxy, student services* and institutional stq^port, also differentiate by 
tbeas mo categoriea of institutions. The nn^^^of positlonst houever^ is 
comprited of a base nuabar and a nuab^r derived f rem either ^iroUantt the 
m^er^of faculty |)08ition8, or both. The aiaiber of positions for c^eration 
ud saintenmce of pliant is institutionally JostifiedV except for gen^^ral guide- 
linea iHiere the total nuaher of reqt^sted positions is not^sHonea to oicead 
baae 'perl44 ratios* 

Only la the library component are additionsl factors* >>ther than personnel, 
considered. Tor doctoral granting instituti^a sM^eting the Aaaociation of Re- 
search T4^«^l^«^^«^yfthip grirjgrlaj^^ r^^ yortila 1w tta^ to' deter m ine - ^ 
the volume (books ^od periodicals) needs; the eotitlemyit is then the mnd>er of 
volujss multiplied by a standard rate* The Vbight Formulif provides a volume^ 
bsae to vhich are add^ stipulate numbers of volumea* broken down by level ans « 
vithin the graduate level* by program area. A^Mlriona are alao provided for the 
iRipport of aponsored research and for an access factor. Pft>gram deletiona are 
reflected in a aid^ trie ted volume. All ox\mt institutions use the Vir^iais. Main- 
renance, TormulSw The formula provides a fliced Mtitlemeot vhich is modified by 
tdtsi program,, program magnitude* and enrollMnt veightSi. The total program 



»00 



Wight* im derived free treights asaig^ied t4 prograsi areas attributed to thm 
l&fttlttttlOT.ftfid ip roQtlAgedt on the^HKetitution's as ique.progrkai offerings 
at tlie imdergndy^te* mater* 9, ao^^ctoraX levels, Tto prograa Mgalttide 
vaigftt ia baaed V& i^he QuBi»er y/jfttsdfhot iz^d progr<i&a offered at leaat levels 
lAiere tte aaatw^a level ia^iOighteo^by 2 and tt^i doctoral hy%. Civea the v 
nuober of adjuat^ pr<^raje69 different prograaeatlc ^Ighta, frcoi 0.1B5 to 2*00t 
are aaai^sed to specif ic^raogea a^^era of prbgraaa* IHe ettroll^imt Walao 
^valgfkted to differentiate avong the levels^ iWec level undergraduate ^ 1*0, 
«ppeSr l«^el undergraduate - 1.5» vaster *a - 3.0^ ^d doctoral - 4*5, vblcb la 
tiMm divided by the mnreighned enrollaient to dcvi^ the muroIlMmt weight* 



tht Library i»ititlesrat ucNier the Virginia HdicM^^^oce Foramla ia than frasd 
by valtiplying (heae three weights by the fixed baae oooat/ 



\ 
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•I'j, 



U TmcMas «q4 fttMATcb lostructiooal Fositioas 



Minbfr of Fo«ltloa8 



[Projected FTE 
EnroUmeot 
Mi»clpllne 



TE 1 

by 7 
6 UvelJ 



vhere the retlo8» for exap^le^ are: 

f . Mil, T §^ i 



Sutio Vy. Mad- I 



K Ik Lanml 



\ 
} 

f 

- _ 1 


jamm 






1^1, m, m I t 






" 1 - ' 




Sxli 


itU 


«ai 




w 1 

i 






iM^ Iktar* {0X09 








f 

mt : 










IfU 








\ 


Wiem h^UM Utm iiOm 




tin 


IR 
















m 


* 










lit 






t 

* 








iiao 


m 


* 




ftH^nyw M< Oiwiirri f SQXX) 


If 15 






m 








IflO ^ 
















• 


n 




N 



ItU, 



MtariMr of Pesl^ 
tioQS Ofl-C«pus ■ 



Projected F»l Off- 1 
Cmpus' Eorolloent hyy^ 
Woclpllne i level j 



fStudcnt-FecuJLty 1 
Setlo by Disci- | 
I pline- i Level | 



tfhere the iitudent-feculty ratio le eelcted «• the Uirgcr aS^tht previous 
yjMT** off-caepuB lastructlcn actual ratio or fl»rfc proviHed by thfe 
gui4eli»c-i. \ • . 
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V0 



Si 



r SMSloti Instruction 



Hiflii^r ef Post-- 
iiooa Suaser 
SeMiOQ I^^ti. action 



Projected FTE 
Suaa&ftr Session 
Enrollaent by 
JDlscipIlne & Jl^vel^ 



StudeatrFscuXty 
I*tio by 
Discipline 
& Lev«l 



where tbe studentrf acuity ratio is selected as the Xarg^^ thew 
f^wvifim year's suneier session instructicm actual ratio or that 
]>;coylded by tise guidelines. 



Classified Positions for General Acadeodc .Instruetibn> Off-Caapus inatrti9tioa» 
tyuawcir Seuion Instruction and for Acadodc Ad«iniatrati^> PeYSOisiel Bsnralop- 
sent, and Coj^e and CtnrriculiM Developaent* 



Doctoral Granting Institutions 



b. 



AiBoer of 

Classified 

Positions 



Huaber of FX% 

Teaching^ ^ -i 

Xa^earcb Inatruc- 
jlbnal PosiUxms ^ 



Bnabar of .flB Tepfhing 
4 Saaaar^ Poai^tiona foir 
Inetltotieaal Aea^ttie 
iit^kal^^tUm^ etc* 



-4 



eottpr^eosive Colleges » Liberal Arts Colleges » end Spk^allsad Inatltotlona 

er or PI 



NuBd>er of 
«Clas8if led » 
Positions 



Rwiber 6f FIB 
Teaching & lasutrch 
K Poaitions for In-^ r 8 
structional Acad^aic 
*Ateinistration» atc«^ 

After determining the appr^priiite number of claas^ied positions t the 
institution then distributes at its discretion the positions to tbe 
various aubprogrioks ^, 



Nusober of PTE 
Teachin & Re- 
seaf clf inatruc* 
tlooal Positions 



* • \ 
Teaching an^ Research Administrative Positions for General Academe Inatruc«' 

I tion» Off -Campus Instruction « Sunaiier Session Instructicm and for Audio/Visual 

«ervicAs> •Cooputlng Support, / ademic AdcdLnistrationt Persoimel Developvmt,. 



and course and Currlculun Deve^opSMmt* 



a.. Doctoral Gr4Wi ting Institution*! 

HuAb^t' of Teaching^ & 
SeBearch Admin Istr^itive • 
Positions 



Suirl>eir of FT? Teaching 
& Research Inatruc- 
tional Positions 



T [20] 



103 



IID 



h. Coipralumelve Colleged, Liberal Arts ColXegea, Bnd Specialized Institutl^ms 



V 



Simber of T^iu:hing & 
Besearch Adalnlatra-^ 
tive Positions 



!::^er of FTE & Teachp-1 ♦ 
log Research Inatruc-- J * l^Sj*. 
jrional Poaitioas, J * ' 



a* . ^(ilaaaif ied and* Teaching and Research Adudnlafcrative Poaitiona 
• 1) Doctoral Granting l^ustitutiona < 



fl per 100 Graduate! , ' Tl par.35*ra Taadi* 1 
^ U^Ptofaasional j j ing^A iMaardi In» | 
I IJTE Stodeata J ^ ^atroctlonal PoaitionaJ 

for. instit^lons not aaiiafylng current waberahip critaria of 
tha Jkssociation of Research Libraries 

iiM:oq>ri^ecisive Colleges, Liberal Arts ColAsaa* and Specially 

Itsstituti^ona 



[Base of 1 fl pet 1 fl ^r 400 PTE ft 1 
9 PTE + M400 PIE Xitaching .Rftaearch . 

Positlo^aJ LstudeataJ [^Inatructibnal PoaltiooaJ 



b« Equipa«:it 



1\. Doctoral Granting InatHutlmis nesting the Association of Research 
Libraries a^u>er8hip criteria ^u^e the Volgt Pormla to detaraiiie 
iroluae (books and periodicals) needa. 



Maintenance 



[Nipber of ?olus^] *X $19*65 



CAXtWktum or lucnmaiat natomc baszd m 



1 — 


• 

If70*#f 


im-fo 




40.000 


40#000 




< ) 


< > - 














^VOOI^««**«* •••■•••>••••••» -SaOOO 


* • 


* 


IMIolM «*UuhI 

|pm MjffiT urn 
< ' «» ^^000 


» V « 


• 


OcMM^rt9liy« <^ 3,000 




• 

9 








f , $9tm»ot94 ftftM«rch iMUt^o 












Mat • AffuUiocMi ItotiMi 






t. ffitr Wtw €e«i; 




# fM«0O 


J, ' fotat - HplaMMaM I^t-f 






• : — X ' 



11) All other Institutions use th« Vlrglnlm Maintenance Fowule. , 

«) Conpute the program level weights by itelng the tof lowtoy t^le 
_ end 'applying the appropriate velg^t for ea<A approved pjograv 
at each Icv^el* ^ , ^ 
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KOTOS 



4t. ft Bit* lM« 



tuot 



1900 
MO 




uii 



•UO 
.010 

.iof 

*0H 
•Oi» 

•m 
•tso 
•too 

.909 

•lit 



.010 

«ou 
i.ooo 

oOll 

•0» 

jm 

MX 

•m 
•s«o 
•t» 
:*oo»' 

.on 
.on 



t;3<» 



b) Total Prograa fBachelor'sl [kaster**] 
Maight b «ight J |w«liJit J 



c) /^Just«d rSuBibar of 
Vaid)er of - [ Bachelor* 
^graas LProgr 



ir of "I 
ilor*8 
•am J 



[Haaiber/o 
Maatar 
Progr 



If tha adjuated nuaOier of prograaa - 



1 
26 
31 
76 
101 
200 



25. Prograa 2fagDltuda Weight - C.80 

50, Prograa "Magaltuda Waight " 0.85 

75 » Prograa MagBltuda Walght. - 0.90 

100» Prograa Nagpltuda Vaifttit - 0.95 

200, Prograa Magnitude Weight f 1.00 

, Prograa MagQUuda Weight - 2.00 



r/oq ' 
ir'a i 
aaaj ~ 
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d) Itoding . fT^/al Pfror 1 fPrograa Magxil-"] .^1 J 
Base |_gjfMi Weight] * Ltude Weight J* 

e) Earolls»en/ ^ f fl^er Level 1 " . fopper Level 1 : 
ttelght / tip StudentsJ T V**^ LnK StudenuJ * 

Boctoril Tlv pTotAl ra"| 

JH StudenteJJ' . |jSt»d«aite J ' 

■ ■ * 

iC^mi^led PMiticms ' - , 

* * Sindie^ of fBaro of l r22.5 per 100 TMcb* 1 
ClaMified ^ \lJTS. \ ing & iMMirch ileadMic | ^ 
BMltl<Ni8 , (jPositioQsj '[.Isstruetloo ftwttloM J 

b» Teaching ami Research Adainistretive Pdilitioiie 

» • «^ 

KMter of Teach- * fBaae of 1 T^^TS par tOOO Aca- 

log & ]teseaich>d- » 2 FTE I derflc ft SiMMr I 
alttletratlve Tositlona {Poelt^ioosJ (^Seealoiia^FIE StudeatiJ 

« * 

Executive ManageaeaJt, Fiscal (^f^tlodsy General Adalnlauratlvn Sarvlca^ 
and jPv&llc Itelatlona «id Develcqpaent 

■ . -f ' . 

a* C^Bsaifled Poaltlans i 

^ lfiiiri>er of fBase of 1 ' [22.5 per 100 TeacMLag* 1 

ClaasliEleJ « 4 m ^ <h |& ^earch Acadealc ' | 
Positions i/o^ltionsj '[lasC^ructlonal PMitlonsJ 

b* Teaching and Research Adalnletratlve Positions 

1) Doctoral Granting lostitutions ^ ' 

Boaber tf^TSaching ' [Base of 1 / 1*2.75 per 1000 Aca- ^ 
md Research Adain* " P ^ \ ^Suaser 

'Istrative Positions (jPoslticmsJ j^SMSiona PTE Stodeats^ 



11) CampnbmmL'^e Colleges » Llbetel Arts Collins » mad Specialised 
Iiuitluutloni ^ ' b 



Muriber of Teetefaliig plase of ^ * 1*3.00 per lOOO 
^ «i^^Merch Atelnls- * 3 J^TE \ r + 1 ^uilc h SymmL , ^ 
^rmtlire Toeltlonf , [PMitloosJ [^SeMioae fSB #»idcfif^ 

-Adertni t retire Itate Proceeelog _ 

«. CI«Mlf lad Posltiooa 

^Itater of Fbcm oi 1 fa^.S p^r^OO tcacUasl 
ClMslf led - 2 ns . '-*' * teMsrch Aeainiie I 
Position (PosltloasJ 4.^iistruction Poaitlocs J 

» ' ' ' , > • • ^ ' : ■ 

h* TaMAln^ and Baaaarcii Aihi1,n1«tratlv"i Po^tlona • , 

ItMiMr of Teaching fsaac of 1 /r2.75 par 1000 Aca- 1 

t Ataaariih Adaln- - 2 . ' -f T^ode ft ^vmmr • | 
>^ ' l«tratl'?e Poaltlona jpoaitloiuj [ j Saa al ona PTE StodaDtaJ 

LogliBtlcel Services 

InstlttttloDAl request for positions may wt exMed'die ratio of Cl^sjffled ^ 
Positions for Logistical Services to 'Ps.tl Hesdcoimt fcnr tk^ year en^ 
30. 1977. . 




Operation ^ii^ Maintenepc^ of Plant 

a* Adal|ilstratlon and Supervision 

Institutional request for positions not eitceed the ratio of Classified 
Positions for Administration shd .Super^lon to the Total Classified 
Posltlou for (^ration and Malnt^enance ojf Plant for 1976-77. 

ba Oper«itlon of Pover Plant 

Instltutlcmal Jusllflcatden 1 



All Otber Subprogri 

ultltutlonal request for positions stay not eicceed flia ratio of ClM^lf led 
Posltlcms for All Otiier Subprogrsms to the total nuid»er of educational 
ttd general assignable and noo-asslgnable squsre feet for 1976-77a | ^ 
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^ Washington ^ ^ 
Suuar? of Scate Budget Foraula (Recoaiended) 

Altfaough Kaahingtoo cinrrencly has a budget forrola in operation, tlie 
JoyptriUi Tflr i s sat ad hex^.ggpyg sents th e r sc sot r teOMcuJ atlons fo^ revising the 
mdMtix^ fonsola. These redo^pendatims^ hovever, have not been fully accepted^ 
mt^rtatk^ ^ ^oi^iaalng on the development of the fonula. The sajo^ reeoMSode'^ 
tioti iB tlm chstt^ to standard, stateifide costs ai^ salaries, rather tltfn wSii 
Inatltiitl^ASlly derived ^erages throughout t|^ budget csategbrl^. / . 

the Ifistroctloo foraula takes a line Item approach, *oonslderlag faeolQr 
salaries 9&pmtmtmij fros other operating espmses. As rscoiMeodad» th0 fseol^ 
salary e^Ctltlsaent is d^tmrm^md by derlvls^t the projectel ntflber of lacutl^ 

r ^ / ' 

poaltlons required, basf ^ on projected credit boors and sdpuJat^ credit farar 

« », . " ^ , 

loads per faculty dll f er^tiated by Icnrel, and ehen by ,*iltip]yli% the nwber 

of praltions by a stai»iard salary rate. The operating expenses entltleteife 

•reflTOts\(aff salaries, as well as other depaftsantal ca^mses, and la pro-- 

4^ted on the basis of projected credit hours and specific rates per credit 

hour, both differentiated by level. 

The library budgj^t foraula of Wa8hii%t^9iamfrectiJ two dlatinct l^get li|ie 
ite«s: staffing saLiries and binding, and library resource and inquisition. 
With wgard to Meeting staffing needs, the foraula providea for J alniMt of 
tn staff positions to which are added positions- as relsted to PTE enrollsMnt 
sod TIE. faculty posltibns. Washlngtpn's library foraula, which involves f^ 
studtet levels, weights the enrollaentcf by factors of 1.0, 2.0, 4.0, and 
which has the effect of allo%Hng aore positions for higher student levels. In 
a^ditlol Jto the enrollaent f seizors, the Washington forsBula, as reco — en de4» 
slso ta^s into account the number of PTE facult;y end staff, a weight for aaln- 
t^isnce of the current collection, and a. weight for new sequialtions. ?roa 
ttose factora the nuaber of required positions is derived, and the library 
staf flog salary entitleaent Is coaputed by aultiplying th%9 nosber by s 
standard aMunt. Vor library resource and acquislM^, the mpprMch taken la 

to det«mlne the nuiiber of volwes and to vultiply ^thla voluae by a standard 

♦ 

rat. per voluoc. Deeenination of the nuabev of voluufe takes Into account 
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four 



MY«nl factors: m volm^ base; prograa additions, taking into accotmt area; 
attd ^onsot^d raaaarch adjuataents. Also addressed dre changes In student . 
serpllami, faculty changes^ and a replace»ent adjustsent. As a final e<m- 
•idatrntlon eo tbe library budget forsula, a septate line it en for blmllii^ ia 
iadttje^ This forvula tak^ in acco&nt the curre&t si4>ccrlptioa rate»\irU^ 
la anlti^liad ^ o rate qt 1.2 to allow for binding ^binding, fba raaoltr 
isag wilted au^acriptlon is thmi Multiplied by a standard &>llar aSmmt to 
obtain tha anktlsMnt for binding. _ 

TlM^farsiila for stod^t services mltiplloa .xtS^tasd ^unlt rates by tte 
prajectad aoaber of units moA Indndes as f M^nrs: adals^on ^liWiona^ f«ll 
tlM and ^rt-tlBS atudent beadc$unt enrollment ^y lai^» rosl4«siey\ ball oeeit*^ 
pmcy^ and active fflaceaent file sis^* In addition, non-forsuXa asounta tmt 
apedal- adnorlty affairs anc disadvantaged atudant progras •apeDdlturaa are 
added^ 

FiaallyiT in the araa of operation and walntmiance of toe plqrtioal pltt&t» 
four« lina iteas are cons^ered* Building «aint«ianca la r^asratad as a 
fuaccloy^ of the replaco^t cost of the building wlt^Ued, by a building factw 
vhlch is delineated by type of c^structlon and vhetb^r It la air ^ndltlonad. 
Janitorial services entitles^t reflects ttio distinct cata^riea: aalarlas and 
opeie^tioiu. In deteroinlng Che salary enCitlepent, the total square faat aarv^^ 
4a divided by a standard rate per PTE staff ^20,000) "to whlcfi ia add^ any 
instltatlonally Justified adjusts^its. The resulting naaber of positions Is 
then watiplied by a ataa^ard salary rate* Operat^ns entltlraent is deter-^ 
slned on the basis of a st«indard rate per asn-year sind "the usn^^'dwr entitl^aent. 
The staffing standard aethod is also used for estimating the salary cosvonent 
of tb^ grounds naintenancc. The ni^er of required positions is determinad aa / 
a functipn of the nusiber of acres* where the acres are categorizi^ into four 
typaa of aoresge, su^h as* lawns or pav^d areas* A standard nunber of acres 
par van year by category is divid^ into the aqres to determine the nmibar of 
ri^ulred positions, to which nu^rs ^f institutionslly Ji»tified positions 
*re a^^ed. The total nuaber of positions is then aultiplied by a atandartt 
atfary rates The operations ^ratitlenent*. for grounds aaintananca ia eatlsist^ 
ty KulUpIying the niaber of acres by category bjr a standard rate per cati^ory. 




To JM^Mte the tttillty iialtiteoance &ititlei&ent, the aaount derived aa the 
haiLdliis mlsitttiexice eotitlOMnt is multiplied hy a^standard rate. Rcm- 
ferknle iwaM for adalalatratioQi police » £ire» and safety; and truckii^ 
Mrlncee are aleo add^ into the operation and mainteaance entltloMmt. 
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b. Other ' fCt^dlt Houirs' 

oilvmtSa$ - Prpject€d 
Bxp«M8 L^y lfv«l 



r Stipulated 1 
Czetti Bbur per .1 
^i^Facolty by level J 

flCnstitiitli^asl 1 
Averi^e | 
Faculty SalaxyJ ' 
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>^ Student Services , ^ 

** • . 

Standard unit rates are sult.^plled by th^ proieeted o^fliber of units: 

\ 

For each velgKted application for yutelAslon $ 19.75 

For each lower dlvlston full-tli&e Student $137.75 

Foar «.ach uppet .division fUll-tliae student ^ $162.25 

For e«cb post-baccalaureate full-tlMXstudsot $165.00 

For each part-tlae student (six or less hot^rs) $ 59.^5 

Feflr each bed In Institutionally eontxt)!^ * 

residency halls planned for occupancy . 9 47.73 

For each fomer student with an actlv^ 

placepeot file $ *0.50 ^ 

irlos non-formla «aounts for special ndnority affairs and disadvmtased 
student prograa expenditures. 



U3 

120 



Qp^ntlMi and Halnteniftcft 



( ^ 



Biiil4iii8 fBulldlngT - fReplaceaent] 

iriien tlM building factor is delioeated by type of . ccmstractioa C 
■asomj/wood, and wood f raaa) and air coaditioMi>Sv 

Jwkitorlal Serrlcaa 





Total 


SalkriM -"C 


Square 
Tootage 



~ 120,000] + lMJ««t»«t»l 



[Man -I Fstandaial 

BatltUaaatJ L^^O 





Stattdai:4 




SAiaxy 


4 ' 


Bata 



Ca Groundb Haintmanca 
Salaries 




Jlalataliied^ 

vhare acre category and atmdarda ar«: 

Catagory Acres j - mm Tear 



ESundard**! 1 P' 

Cat^ory J J iM** 



I 

H 
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IV 



tSuaber ofl 
Acres by 
Category J 

where tlie rates are; 

Category 

II 

III 

If 



A 
S 

16 

32*' 



[Rate per 
Acre 



] 



i:o 

1.0 
2.0 
0.5 



d. Btility 
* MaiAtenanee 



[Building 1 X j^ioj 
[MalntenanceJ 



plus Ka-£ot»ula a»>unta for utilities; aifalnlstratloRj pollcy^ttre, and 
safa^; and trucking services. ^ 



